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REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


TUESDAY, AUGUST 28, 1951 


Unrtep Srares SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN 
THE Execurive DEPARTMENTS, 
Washington, D. @. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 357, Senate 
Office Building, Hon. John L. McClellan, (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators McClellan, Mundt, Schoeppel, and Dworshak. 

Present also: Senator Aiken; Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk; 
Glenn K. Shriver, professional staff member; and Ann M. Grickis, 
assistant chief clerk. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will come to order. 

We begin hearings today on S. 1149, a bill by Senator Aiken and 

12 other Senators, providing for the reorganization of the Department 
of Agriculture. This bill was introduced by request of the Citizens 
Committee for the Hoover Report, with a view to effectuating the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission * in its report on the De- 
partment of Agriculture. 

Representatives of the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report, 
who submitted the original draft bill, created a special committee, 
composed of representatives of the Hoover Commission task forces 
and certain farm organizations to consider certain suggested revisions, 
in an effort to overcome some of the objections to the original bill. 
Hearings will, therefore, be held on the revised bill, incorporated in 
a committee print, dated August 14, 1951, rather than on the original 
bill introduced as S. 1149. 

Only three substantive changes have been made in the committee 
print. These involved (1) the elimination of the transfer of the home 
economics services proposed in the original section 7, (2) revision of 
section 10, authorizing the creation of State sian councils and 
county agricultural advisory councils in each agricultural county, 

rather than vesting administrative authority in such councils, as 
originally proposed, and (3) vesting in the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget authority to study overlapping requirements and proce- 
dures of the Department of Agriculture, Federal Security Agency, and 
the Federal Trade Commission, rather than in the Secretar y of Agri- 
culture. The other changes were not substantive, but were merely 
designed to clarify the langauge of the bill. 

The hearings will be directed primarily at provisions relating to 
the vesting of reorganization authority and the functions of the De- 
partment in the Secretary and establishing an organizational strue- 


1Membership of so-called Hoover Commission appears as appendix A, p. 532 
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ture based on legislative authority previously granted by the Congress 
transfers to and from the Department of Agriculture as recommended 
by the Hoover Commission and contained in section 7, and revising 
the field service of the Department of Agriculture in order to carry 
out the Hoover Commission’s recommendations for the promotion of 
more orderly operations in the field. 

The committee has received numerous communications relative to 
desirable changes in various provisions of the bill, chiefly in section 7 of 
the bill. This provision would transfer from the Department of the 
Interior to the Secretary of Agriculture certain functions of the 
Bureau of Land Management, and from the Office of Education, 
Federal Security Agency, functions administered in relation to the 
Vocational Education Act. 

Considerable opposition to these proposals may develop. A number 
of witnesses have indicated they will testify for and against the trans- 
fers proposed in this section of the bill and to other provisions of the 
measure. 

We shall be very glad to afford those who are interested in, or affected 
by, the provisions of the proposed bill every opportunity to give the 
committee the benefit of their views. Careful consideration will be 
given to these suggestions before any action is taken by the committee, 
and particularly as to those proposals which affect policy determina- 
tions which may come within the jurisdiction of other committees of 
the Congress. 

The committee also proposes to consider very carefully the provi- 
sions which vest broad powers in the Secretary of Agriculture, along 
the lines proposed in Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950, rejected 
by the Eighty-first Congress, in an effort to effect necessary reorgan- 
izations in the Department while conforming to the opposition raised 
in the previous Congress. 

At this point I wish to insert the following documents in the record : 

1. Copy of S. 1149, committee print of August 14, 1951; 

2. A section-by-section analysis of S. 1149, as revised ; 

3. Staff memorandums containing (1) agency comments; (2) sum- 
mation of Hoover Commission recommendations in its report on the 
Department of Agriculture; and (3) analysis of provisions of S. 1149, 
as revised; 

4. Letter from the Secretary of Agriculture dated August 24, 1951, 
with statement describing the functions, activities, and compensation 
of various State and local agricultural committees, requested for the 
information of this committee. 

(Material referred to is as follows:) 


{Committee print] 


PROPOSED CHANGES IN §. 1149 
(S. ——, 82d Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To provide for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture in accordance 


with the recommendations of the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 


of America in Congress assembled, That this Act shall be known as the “Depart- 
ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1951.” 


ee 


* A copy of the plan appears as appendix B, p. 533. 
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Sec. 2. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture shall examine and from time to time 
reexamine the organization and management of all agencies of the Department 
of Agriculture to accomplish the following purposes : 

(1) Reduction of expenditures and promotion of economy to the fullest extent 
consistent with the efficient operation of Department programs; elimination of 
facilities, stations, and offices that are not necessary to such operation; coordi- 
nation of programs and operations ; and observance of good management. 

(2) The utilization of the Agricultural Consultation Service by other agencies 
within the Department, as the service for disseminating information (except 
necessary instructions incidental to the conduct of operating programs) and 
conducting agricultural educational programs of the Department for farmers and 
the public through established channels. 

(3) Full cooperation with State and local agencies in promoting soil, water, 
and forest conservation as a part of national resource conservation and develop- 
ment programs, and in promoting research, extension, marketing, and regulatory 
programs, and other agricultural objectives and services. 

(4) The administration of the activities of the Department that involve man- 
agement of federally owned land in the field through regional offices reflecting 
relevant geographical factors and the use of State and local advisory groups to 
the extent possible provided that actual administration of programs should be 
the responsibility of the Department subject to any cooperative arrangements 
with the State involved. 

(5) (A) The organization, at State levels, of field administration of programs, 
for the purpose of maintaining close liaison with related activities under State 
programs, and of merging services at county levels and to former units so as to 
minimize duplicating and unnecessary employees, but with due regard to avoiding 
divided authority. 

(B) The organization, at county levels, of agricultural councils comprised of 
representatives of each of the several departmental services, for the purpose of 
interchanging information as to their programs and activities, and promoting 
efficiency in their operations. 

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to effectuate the 
purposes specified in subsection (a) of this section. He shall make a special 
report to the Congress prior to the submission of the budget estimate for the 
Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, setting forth in detail the 
extent he deems the purposes specified in subsection (a) of this section have been 
effectuated together with such draft legislation as he deems necessary to com- 
pletely effectuate such purposes. 

Sec. 3- There shall be in the Department of Agriculture one additional Assist- 
ant Secretary of Agriculture, who shall be appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, who shall perform such duties as the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall prescribe, and who shall receive compensation at 
the rate prescribed by law for Assistant Secretaries of executive departments: 

Sec. 4. There shall be in the Department of Agriculture an Administrative 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, who shall be appointed by the Secretary of 
Agriculture under the classified civil service, who shall perform such duties as 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall preseribe, and who shall receive compensation 
at the rate payable under the Classification Act of 1949, as amended. 

Sec. 5. (a) Except as otherwise provided in subsection (b) of this section 
there are hereby transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture all functions of all 
other officers of the Department of Agriculture and all functions of all agencies 
and employees of such Department. 

(b) This section shall not apply to the functions vested by the Administrative 
Procedure Act (60 Stat. 237) in hearing examiners employed by the Department 
of Agriculture nor to the functions of the corporations of the Department of Agri- 
culture or under its supervision, nor to the functions of the boards of directors 
and officers of such corporations, or of the Advisory Board of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

(c) The Secretary of Agriculture may from time to time make such provisions 
as he shall deem appropriate authorizing the perfermance by any other officer, 
employee, or agency of the Department of Agriculture of any function of the 
Secretary, including any function transferred to the Secretary by the provisions 
of this Act. 

(d) The Secretary of Agriculture may from time to time effect such transfers 
within the Department of Agriculture of any of the records, property, personnel, 
and unexpended balances (available or to be made available) of appropriations, 
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allocations, and other funds of such Department as he may deem necessary in 
order to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 6 (a) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to re- 
organize the Department of Agriculture so that all of its operational functions 
at the seat of the Government will be grouped into the following eight major 
administrative services: 

1. Staff Service. 

2. Research Service. 

. Agricultural Consultation Service. 

. Agricultural Resources Conservation Service. 

. Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service. 
. Regulatory Service. 

. Agricultural Credit Service. 

. Rural Electrification Service. 

In carrying out the provisions of this subsection the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall be guided by the recommendations as to departmental structure that were 
contained in the report on the Department of Agriculture made by the Commis- 
sion on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government. 

Sec. 7 (a) There are hereby transferred (1) from the Department of the In- 
terior to the Secretary of Agriculture the functions of the Bureau of Land 
Management (except as respect mining and mineral resources) and the func- 
tions of the Secretary of the Interior in relation thereto; and (2) from the Fed- 
eral Security Agency, the Administrator of the Federal Security Agency, and 
the Commissioner of Education, to the Secretary of Agriculture the functions 
of administering so much of the provisions of the Smith-Hughes Vocational 
Education Act as amended, the Act of March 10, 1924, the Vocational Education 
Act of 1946, the Act of March 3, 1931 (20 U.S. C., ch. 2), and the Act of March 18, 
1950, as relate to agriculture and the training of agricultural teachers including 
the administration of payments to States of the amounts referred to in subsections 
(e), (f), (g), and (h) of this section. The administrative unit administering 
the functions transferred from the Federal Security Agency, together with the 
Extension Service and the Soil Conservation Service shall be included as auton- 
omous units in the Agricultural Consultation Service and none such units shall 
be subordinate to any other of such units. 

(b) All property and records relating primarily to the functions transferred 
under this section are transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(c) All personnel whose chief duties relate to the functions transferred under 
this section are transferred to the Department of Agriculture. Any of the 
personnel transferred by this section to the Department of Agriculture which the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall find to be in excess of the personnel necessary 
for the administration of the functions transferred shall, in accordance with the 
law, be retransferred to other positions in the Government or separated from 
service. 

(d) All unexpended balances of appropriations, allocations, and other funds, 
which the Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall determine relate primarily 
to the functions transferred under this section, are transferred to the Secretary 
of Agriculture for use in the administration of the functions so transferred. 
Thirty-seven per centum ($206,800) of the funds authorized to be appropriated 
annually to the Office of Education, Federal Security Agency, for administra- 
tion of all phases of vocational education under the provisions of section 7 of 
the Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act of February 23, 1917, as amend- 
ed, and section 9 of the Vocational Education Act of 1946, shall hereafter be 
authorized to be appropriated annually to the Department of Agriculture for use 
in the administration of the functions transferred from the Federal Security 
Agency. Nothing in this Act shall be interpreted to change, alter, or abridge the 
powers of State boards for vocational education in the administration of pro- 
grams of agricultural education within the several States, Territories, and 
insular possessions. 

(e) Fifty per centum of all funds authorized to be appropriated for the 
training of teachers under the provisions of section 4 of the Smith-Hughes 
Vocational Education Act of February 23, 1917, as amended, shall hereafter be 
authorized to be appropriated to the Department of Agriculture for certification 
to the Secretary of the Treasury of the amounts which each State is entitled 
to receive for the training of teachers of vocational agriculture, said sums to be 
allotted in the same manner as prescribed in section 2 of the Smith-Hughes 
Vocational Education Act of February 23, 1917, as amended, except that the 
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allotment to any State shall not be less than a minimum of $5,000 for any fiscal 
year. 

(f) Fifty per centum of the funds authorized to be appropriated for allotment 
to the Territory of Hawaii under the provisions of section 4 of the Act of March 
10, 1924 (an Act to extend the provisions of certain laws to the Territory of 
Hawaii), shall hereafter be authorized to be appropriated to the Department 
of Agriculture for certification to the Secretary of the Treasury for allotment 
to the Territory for paying the salaries of teachers, supervisors and directors 
of agricultural subjects, and for the training of teachers. 

(g) Of the $105,000 authorized to be appropriated for allotment to Puerto 
Rico under the provisions of section 1 of the Act of March 38, 1931 (20 U. 8. C., 
ch. 2) (an Act to extend the provisions of certain laws relating to vocational 
education and civilian rehabilitation to Puerto Rico), $35,000 shall heretofore be 
authorized to be appropriated to the Department of Agriculture for certification 
to the Secretary of the Treasury for allotment to Puerto Rico. Of such sum 
$30,000 shall be available only for the salaries of teachers of agricultural subjects, 
and $5,000 shall be available only for the maintenance of teacher training and 
supervision of agricultural education. 

(h) Fifty per centum of the funds authorized to be appropriated for aliot- 
ment to the Virgin Islands under the provisions of the Act of March 18, 1950 
(an Act to extend the benefits of the Vocational Education Act of 1946 to the 
Virgin Islands), shall hereafter be authorized to be appropriated to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for certification to the Secretary of the Treasury for allot- 
ment to the Virgin Islands for use in the promotion of vocational education 
in agriculture, upon the same terms and conditions as allotments to the several 
States, but with such modification as the Secretary of Agriculture shall deem 
necessary to meet the special conditions existing in the Virgin Islands. 

(i) Transfer of functions under clause (2) of subsection (a) shall not be 
construed to modify in any way the conditions or procedures under which pay- 
ments shall be made to States except that payments will respect to agriculture 
shall be made by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(j) The administration of State vocational agricultural programs shall be 
earried on in accordance with established practice and through established 
State and local channels. 

Sec. 8. (a) So much of section 32 of the Act approved August 24, 1935, as 
amended (U.S. C., title 7, sec. 612c), as precedes clause (1) thereof is amended 
to read as follows: “There is authorized to be appropriated such sums of money as 
Congress may deem necessary for use by the Secretary of Agriculture to”. 

(b) The first, third, and fourth sentences of the second paragraph of such 
section 32 are amended by striking out in each of said sentences “the sums appro- 
priated under this section” and inserting in lieu thereof “Sums appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization provided for in this section”. 

Sec. 9. Effective one hundred and twenty days after the date of enactment 
of this Act, all existing local, county, and State agricultural committees (except 
as hereinafter exempted) created by authority of Federal law and participating 
in, or advising with respect to, the formulation or administration of any pro- 
grams of the Department of Agriculture are abolished. Effective one hundred 
and twenty days after the date of enactment of this Act the functions of such 
committees (except those which will be exercised by State and county agricul- 
tural advisory councils created under section 10 of this Act) are transferred to 
and shall be exercised by such agency or agencies or personnel of the Department 
of Agriculture as the Secretary of Agriculture may direct. The agricultural 
credit service committee and the advisory committees on grazing and forestry in 
the county and State and the functions thereof are exempt from this section. 

Sec. 10. (a) There is authorized to be created in each State one State agri- 
cultural advisory council and in each agricultural county therein one county 
agricultural advisory council. 

(b) (1) Each county agricultural advisory council created pursuant to this 
section shall be composed of five individuals who shall be elected by farmers 
residing in the county from among their number. For the purposes of this 
subsection a farmer shall be one who derives the principal part of his or her 
income from farming. The term of office of the members of the county agricul- 
tural advisory council shall be for five years: Provided, That at the initial 
election the terms shall be staggered up to five years as the interim State agri- 
cultural council may direct so that only one term will expire in any one year. 

88670—51——2 
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A county agricultural advisory council member who has served for five years 
continuously shall not be eligible for reelection until at least one year has 
elapsed after the completion of his service: Provided, That this shall not prevent 
a member initially elected for a term of less than five years from being reelected 
for a regular five-year term. The county agricultural advisory council shall 
elect a chairman and vice chairman from among its number and a secretary who 
may or may not be a member and may establish such subcommittees as it deems 
necessary. 

(2) The county agricultural advisory council shall be furnished the necessary 
office and other space in the major building housing the other county agricultural 
functions. 

(c) Each State agricultural advisory council created pursuant to this section 
shall be composed of thirteen individuals, seven of whom shall be elected by 
the chairmen of the county agricultural advisory councils from among the 
membership of such councils and six of whom shall be the following officials, or 
their respective designees: The State secretary of agriculture or corresponding 
official, the director of the State agricultural expériment station, the director of 
the State agricultural extension service, the chairman of the State soil con- 
servation committee, the State director or supervisor of vocational agriculture, 
and the head of the State conservation department or corresponding official. In 
States where the director of the agricultural experiment station and the director 
of the State agricultural extension service is the same person, such person 
shall designate one person from either of these services to serve with him (or 
with another person designated by him) on the State councils created pur- 
suant to this section. The State agricultural advisory council shall elect a 
chairman and vice chairman from among its members and a secretary who may 
or may not be a member and may establish such subcommittees as it deems 
necessary. 

(d) There is authorized to be created in each State an interim State agricul- 
tural council to be composed of the following six officials or their respective 
designees: the State secretary of agriculture or corresponding official, the 
director of the State agricultural experiment station, the director of the State 
agricultural extension service, the chairman of the State soil conservation com- 
mittee, the State Director or supervisor of vocational agriculture, and the head of 
the State conservation department or corresponding official. The interim State 
agricultural council shall come into being upon the filing with the Secretary of 
Agriculture of a statement signed by the six individuals who will compose the 
council that they desire to proceed in accordance with this section. Each interim 
State agricultural council created pursuant to this section shall promptly initiate 
action leading to the election of the members of the county agricultural advisory 
councils and, in turn, the election of the seven elected members of the State agri- 
cultural advisory council. The interim State agricultural council shall, subject to 
subsections (b) and (c) of this section, prescribe the initial terms for member- 
Ships for each county agricultural advisory council, and such rules as to organiza- 
tion, elections, and meetings of the county agricultural advisory councils and 
the State agricultural advisory council as it deems necessary. On completion 
of the election of the members of the State agricultural advisory council the 
interim State agricultural council shall file a statement with the Secretary of 
Agriculture that the county agricultural advisory councils and the State agri- 
cultural advisory council have been created under this section, together with 
a list of members of the councils, whereupon the interim State agricultural 
council shall be dissolved. The State agricultural advisory council shall, sub- 
ject to subsections (b) and (c) of this section, have the same rule-making powers 
as the interim State agricultural council and may from time to time change any 
rules prescribed by the interim State agricultural council. 

(e) Each member of a county agricultural advisory council shall receive com- 
pensation of not more than § annually and shall serve as many as, but 
not more than, fifty full workdays per year if called on to serve by the county 
chairman, or pursuant to arrangements with the county chairman by the State 
agricultural advisory council chairman. Elected State agricultural advisory 
council members shall each receive compensation of not more than §$ 
annually and shall serve as many as, but not more than, full workdays per 
year if called on to so serve by the Secretary of Agriculture or the State agri- 
cultural advisory council chairman. Both the county and the elected State 
agricultural advisory council members shall also be paid necessary out-of- 
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pocket expenses incurred by them in the performance of their duties as such 
members. 

(f) It shall be the function of the State and county agricultural advisory 
councils created pursuant to this section to advise and cooperate in the admin- 
istration, on the State and local levels, of the programs of the agricultural re- 
sourees conservation service and the commodity marketing and adjustment 
service. Such State and county agricultural advisory councils are further au- 
thorized to make recommendations regarding administrative procedures of other 
services of the Department of Agriculture. Recommendations of the county 
agricultural advisory councils shall be made through the State agricultural 
advisory council. The Department of Agriculture shall cooperate with the 
State and county agricultural advisory councils, and all programs of the De- 
partment relating to the work of the Agricultural Resources Conservation Service 
and the Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service shall be administered 
with the full knowledge and cooperation of the appropriate State agricultural 
advisory councils. 

Sec. 11. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture shall institute a survey of all Fed- 
eral agricultural research stations and substations with the view of disposing 
of those facilities which are not necessary to the efficient operation of the Depart- 
ment. Any station or substation determined to be unnecessary shall be offered 
to the State wherein the station or substation is located and if the State desires 
the station or substation the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby authorized to 
transfer such station or substation to the State with or without consideration, 
under such terms as he deems to be mutually fair. The Secretary of Agriculture 
shall keep the appropriate committees of Congress advised as to any such sta- 
tion or substation not desired by the State or as to which the State and Secre- 
tary of Agriculture are unable to agree upon the terms of transfer. 

(b) New research stations shall be established only after the Secretary of 
Agriculture has determined that existing Federal-State facilities cannot be de- 
veloped to fill the need, and has advised the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry of 
the Senate of his intention to establish such stations, 

Sec. 12. When used in this Act, the term “agency” means any agency, com- 
mission, council, corporation, board, authority, administration, division, bureau, 
service, section, or other administrative unit in the Department of Agriculture. 

Sec. 13. The Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall make, contract for, 
or otherwise cause to be made a study of the Federal regulatory functions exer- 
cised with respect to food and drugs, including (a) the present distribution of 
such functions between the Federal Security Agency, the Federal Trade Com- 
mission, and the Department of Agriculture; (b) the requirements imposed and 
the procedures required by each such agency in performing its functions; (c) 
the areas of overlapping or doubtful authority; and (d) the practical effects 
on producers, manufacturers, distributors, and consumers of the present distribu- 
tion of such functions between, and their exercise by, such agencies. Such study 
shall be submitted to the Congress on or before July 30, 1952, and shall include 
a plan, together with necessary legislative recommendations, for consolidating 
insofar as feasible, food regulatory functions in the Department of Agriculture 
and drug regulatory functions in the Federal Security Agency. The cost of the 
study provided for by this section shall be paid out of funds available to the 
Bureau of the Budget for administrative management purposes. 


SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF S. 1149 (IN THE REVISED ForM oF COMMITTEE 
PRINT DATED AvuGuUST 14, 1951) 


The title of the bill is: “‘A bill to provide for the reorganization of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in accordance with the recommendations of the Commission 
on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government.” 

The first section merely contains a short title for citation purposes: ‘“‘Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, Reorganization Act of 1951.” 

Section 2 requires the Secretary of Agriculture to examine, and from time to 
time, to reexamine the organization and management of the Department of 
Agriculture to the end that five stated purposes shall be accomplished. He is 
also directed to make a special report to the Congress prior to the submission of 
the budget estimate for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952. The report is to 
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cover his progress in effectuating the five stated purposes and is to be accom- 

panied by a draft of proposed legislation which the Secretary deems necessary 

to completely effectuate these purposes. 
The five stated purposes follow the general principles of the Hoover Commis. 
sion for Reorganization of the Department of Agriculture. These purposes are; 

(1) Effectuating economy to the fullest extent consistent with efficient 
operation—elimination of unnecessary facilities and stations, coordination 
of programs and operations, and observance of effective management prin- 
ciples ; 

(2) Centralizing in the new Agricultural Consultation Service, the func- 
tion of disseminating information and conducting agricultural educational 
programs for farmers and the public through established channels. The 
several agencies of the Department would utilize this central service rather 
than follow their present practices. They would, however, continue to dis- 
seminate instructions incidental to the conduct of operating programs, inde- 
pendently of the Consultation Service. 

(38) Full cooperation with State and local agencies in the promotion of soil, 
water, and forest conservation (as part of national resource conservation 
and development programs). Such cooperation would also extend to re- 
search, extension, marketing, and regulatory programs along with other 
agricultural programs. 

(4) While actual administration of federally owned land would remain a 
Federal function, such administration would make full use of State and local 
advisory groups whose opinions would furnish an important guide to the 
regional offices through which the land management is conducted. This 
management would be subject to any cooperative arrangements with the 
States involved. 

(5) (a) Field administration would be organized at State levels to main- 
tain close liaison with related activities under State programs, and services 
at county levels and to farmer units would be merged to avoid duplicating 
and unnecessary employees, but such mergers would be so arranged as to 
avoid divided authority. 

(b) Interchange of information respecting program and activities and pro- 
moting efficiency would be achieved by the organization, at county levels, of 
agricultural councils. These would be comprised of representatives of each 
of the several departmental services. 

Section 3 provides for one additional Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. He 
would be appointed by the President, subject to Senate confirmation, and his pay 
would be the same as that of other Assistant Secretaries of executive departments. 

Section 4 provides a new Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. 
He would be appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture under civil-service rules, 
and compensated pursuant to the Classification Act. 

Section 5 follows the basic Hoover Commission principles by vesting authority 
in the Secretary, subject to his delegation, rather than having various authorities 
vested in subordinates by statute. Subsection (a) transfers to the Secretary all 
functions vested in subordinates with the following exceptions set out in sub- 
section (b): 

1. Functions of hearing examiners. 

2. Functions of corporations of, or under the supervision of the Department, 
and of directors and officers thereof, and functions of the Advisory Board 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Subsection (c) authorizes the Secretary to delegate his functions and subsection 
(d) authorizes him to make transfers within the Department of such records, 
property, personnel and funds as he finds necessary to carry out this Reorganiza- 
tion Act. It is intended that this provision shall limit transfers to those which 
are necessary to carry out the provisions of the bill, and not to confer broad 
authority such as that envisioned by Reorganization Plan No. 4, 1950. 

Section 6 provides for the reorganization of the Department at Washington 
on the basis of operational functions, as recommended by the Hoover Commission. 
The operational functions would be grouped into the following eight services : 

1. Staff Service. 

2. Research Service. 

3. Agricultural Consultation Service. 
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4. Agricultural Resources Conservation Service. 

5. Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service. 

6. Regulatory Service. 

7. Agricultural Credit Service. 

8. Rural Electrification Service. 
The Secretary is directed to follow the recommendations on departmental struc- 
ture contained in the Hoover Commission report on the Department of Agriculture 
in regrouping the operational functions into the above services. 

Section 7 provides for the transfer to Agriculture of certain land management 
and agricultural education functions, together with personnel, property, records, 
and appropriations. Subsection (a) transfers from Interior the functions of 
the Bureau of Land Management (except as respects minerals) and the Secretary 
of Interior’s functions in relation thereto. 

The subsection also transfers from Federal Security all functions relating to 
agriculture and the training of agricultural teachers, including payments to 
States, under the Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act and various related 
acts. The autonomy of the functions so transferred would be preserved by the 
requirement that they shall be administered as an autonomous unit in the new 
Agricultural Consultation Service; that the Extension Service and the Soil 


‘Conservation Service would likewise be autonomous units in the Consultation 


Service, and that none of the three units will be subordinate to the others. 

Subsections (b) (c) and (d) contain the usual reorganization provisions 
respecting transfer of property, personnel, and appropriations. But subsection 
(d) also contains a specific provision designed to insure appropriation to Agricul- 
ture of 37 percent of the Smith-Hughes funds for administration (sec. 7, Smith- 
Hughes Act, sec. 9 Vocational Educational Act of 1946). The subsection also 
contains the assurance that the act shall not be interpreted to abridge the present 
authority of State boards of vocational education. 

Subsections (e), (f), (g), and (h) contain specific technical formulas for 
division of vocational funds for future appropriations. Agriculture would re- 
ceive half the teacher-training funds appropriated under section 4 of the Smith- 
Hughes Act, and allotments to States would be on the present basis as prescribed 
in section 2 of that act, except that a minimum State allotment would be $5,000. 

Likewise half the funds authorized to be appropriated for allotment to Hawaii 
under section 4 of the act of March 10, 1924, and half of those authorized for the 
Virgin Islands under the act of March 18, 1950, and $35,000 of the $105,000 
authorized to be appropriated for allotment to Puerto Rico, under the act of 
March 3, 1931, would be authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Subsections (i) and (j) provide that the transfers of functions shall not be 
construed to modify present procedures and conditions of payment, and that the 
administration of State programs shall continue to be carried on through estab- 
lished State and local channels as at present. 

Section 8 is a technical amendment to section 32 of the act of August 24, 1935, 
as amended. It repeals the automatic appropriation of 30 percent of custom 
receipts for certain agricultural purposes, and in lieu thereof authorizing Con- 
gress to appropriate such sums as are necessary. The provisions of this section 
authorizing the use of the funds to encourage exportation and domestic con- 
sumption of agricultural products, and to make payments in connection with 
production are not amended and would remain in full force and effect. 

Section 9 with certain exceptions, abolished local, county, and State agricul- 
tural committees, and functions other than advisory functions to be exercised 
by county councils established under section 10, are to be exercised by the Depart- 
ment as directed by the Secretary. The excepted committees and functions 
thereof, are: The agricultural credit service committees and the advisory com- 
mittees on grazing and forestry in the county and State. 

Section 10 authorizes creation of a State advisory council in each State and 
county agricultural advisory councils in each agricultural county, and prescribes 
their composition and functions. 

Subsection (b) provides for five member county councils elected from their 
number by county farmers. Election is for 5-year terms but initial elections are 
for 1-, 2-, 3-, 4-, and 5-year terms so as to provide thereafter for one new member 
each year. <A person completing a 5-year term would not be eligible for reelec- 
tion until a year after his term had expired. The council would elect one of its 
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members as chairman and one as vice chairman. It would also elect a secretary, 
who would not be necessarily a member. 

The council would be furnished necessary space in the building housing other 
county agricultural functions. 

Subsection (c) provides for a 13-member State agricultural advisory council. 
Chairmen of county agricultural councils would elect seven of the State council 
membership from county council members. The remaining six members composed 
of the following officials or their designees : 

(1) The State secretary of agriculture (or corresponding official). 

(2) The director of the State agricultural experimental station. 

(3) The director of the State agricultural extension service. 

(4) The chairman of the State soil conservation committee. 

(5) The State director or supervisor of vocational agricultural. 

(6) The head of the State conservation department (or corresponding 
official). 

In States where (2) and (3) is vested in one person, he would designate an 
additional person to represent (1) or (2). 

The council would elect a chairman and vice chairman from its membership 
and a secretary who is not necessarily a member. 

Subsection (d) provides for the creation in each State of an interim State 
agricultural council, and for the initiation of action leading to the election of 
permanent members consisting of the six officials listed under subsection (c) of 
this section, prescribes initial terms of elected members, and rules for organ- 
izations elections of county councils and the State councils. On the election of 
members, the interim council functions would be transferred to the permanent 
council. 

Subsection (e) provides for annual pay and out-of-pocket expense reimburse- 
ment of county agricultural advisory council and elected State agricultural ad- 
visory council membrs. The amount of annual pay has not been filled in. County 
members cannot be required to serve more than 50 full days in the year; the 
limit for State members has not been filled in. 

Subsection (f) specifies the functions of the State and county agricultural 
advisory councils: “to advise and cooperate in the administration, on the State 
and local levels, of the programs of the agricultural resources conservation 
service and the commodity marketing and adjustment services * * * 
(and) * * * to make recommendations regarding administrative procedures 
of other services of the Department of Agriculture.” County council recom- 
mendations would be made through the State council. 

The section likewise reqiures that the Department of Agriculture and its serv- 
ices shall cooperate with the State and county councils and all programs of the 
Department relating to the work of Agricultural Resources Conservation Service 
and Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service shall be administered in co- 
operation with the appropriate agricultural advisory councils. 

Section 11 is designed to eliminate unnecessary Federal agricultural research 
stations. Existing Federal stations determined by the Secretary to be unneces- 
sary would be offered to States, and when not desired by them or where terms 
could not be agreed upon, this would be reported to the appropriate committees 
of Congress. New Federal stations would be established only when Federal- 
State facilities cannot be developed and the Secretary has so advised the Agri- 
cultural Committees of Congress. 

Section 12 is a technical amendment defining the term “agency” as used in the 
act to include all types of organizational units in the Department of Agriculture. 

Section 13 deals with the proper distribution of the food regulatory functions 
and the drug regulatory functions. It requires the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget to make a study or have a study made of the regulatory functions exer- 
cised by the Federal Security Agency, Federal Trade Commission, and the De- 
partment of Agriculture and report to Congress by the end of the next fiscal year, 
with a plan, and appropriate legislation, for consolidating insofar as feasible 
(1) food regulatory functions in the Department of Agriculture and (2) drug 
regulatory functions in the Federal Security Agency. 
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May 14, 1951. 


STAFF MEMORANDUM No. 82-1-32 (SuprpLEMENTAL TO No. 82-1-20), SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


Subject: Agency comments on S. 1149, to provide for the reorganization of the 
Department of Agriculture in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the 
Government. 


Agency comments on the previsions of S. 1149 furnished to the committee 
in response to the chairman’s request, are submitted herewith for the information 
of members of the committee. 

It should be pointed out, however, that the Citizens Committee for the 
Hoover Report, which drafted S. 1149 with a view to implementing the Hoover 
Commission’s recommendations in its report on agriculture, has appointed a 
special committee, headed by Prof. Dean Rusk, former head of the Hoover 
Commission Task Force on Agriculture, which is consulting with farm, 
educational, and other groups interested in the proposed legislation with a view 
to eliminating certain objectionable provisions of the bill. 

As a result of these conferences, and after staff consultations with farm 
and departmental representatives, some of the present provisions of S. 1149 
will be completely revised to include language on which these groups are in 
agreement, The amended provisions will then be submitted to the committee 
for filing as committee amendments or a new committee bill on which hearings 
ean then be scheduled. 


Burcau of the Budget (letter dated May 4, 1951, by Frederick J. Lawton, Director) 

(a) Sections 3 and 4 provide two additional Assistant Secretaries, to be 
appointed by the President by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
and an administrative assistant secretary to be appointed by the Secretary 
under the classified civil service. 

(b) Section 5 transfers to the Secretary all functions of other officers and 
agencies of the Department of Agriculture (except those vested in hearing 
examiners by the Administrative Procedures Act and those of the corporations 
of the Department, and their boards of directors, officers, and advisory boards) 
and authorizes him to delegate the performance of his functions within the 
Department. 

(c) Section 6 requires the Secretary to reorganize the Department into eight 
designated administrative units to be known as services. 

(d) Section 7 transfers to the Secretary of Agriculture: (1) The functions 
of the Bureau of Land Management of the Interior Department, except for 
its mining and mineral resources functions, and (2) certain functions of the 
Federal Security Agency with respect to agricultural and home economics 
education. 

(e) Section 8 amends section 32 of the act of August 23, 1935, to eliminate 
the permanent appropriation of 30 percent of Federal customs receipts for the 
removal of agricultural commodities from the market and substitutes annual 
appropriation in such amount as Congress may deem necessary. 

(f) Sections 9 and 10 abolish all existing local, county, and State agricultural 
committees established by authority of Federal law and provide for one State 
agricultural council in each State and a county agricultural council in each 
county to administer on the State and local levels the agricultural resources 
eonservation and commodity marketing and adjustment programs of the 
Department and to make recommendations on the administrative procedures 
of other departmental programs, 

Certain of the changes effected by this bill would be distinctly advantageous. 
The Secretary of Agriculture needs the assistance of the two additional As- 
sistant Secretaries and the Administrative Assistant Secretary which it would 
provide. The Department of Agriculture is now the only executive Department 
which has only one Assistant Secretary, and is one of only two civil depart- 
ments for which an Administrative Assistant Secretary has not been authorized. 
Yet in terms of administrative expenditures the Department of Agriculture 
ranks second, and in terms of personnel, third, among the civil departments, 
and in range of programs it is one of the most complex. 

In eliminating the permanent indefinite appropriation of 30 percent of the 
gross customs receipts for the removal of certain agricultural commodities from 
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the market in favor of annual appropriations for the same programs, the bill 
applies a fundamentally sound fiscal principle. This earmarking of customs 
receipts is undesirable in several respects. In the first place, it deprives the 
President and the Congress of adequate opportunity to review and control a 
substantial portion of the agricultural budget. The President and the Congress 
should be free to scrutinize and revise each part of the Department’s budget 
annually when passing on the departmental program as a whole. A complete 
review of financial requirements is essential to economy. Permanent appro- 
priations hinder such review. Secondly, the amount of customs receipts col- 
lected by the Treasury in a given year bears no fixed relationship to financial 
requirements of the agricultural programs to which these receipts are now 
appropriated. You will understand, of course, that in supporting this change 
in appropriation procedure I am no criticizing the programs to which this per- 
manent indefinite appropriation has been devoted but only the method by which 
they have been financed. 

By transferring the functions of the officers and agencies of the Department 
to the Secretary, the bill complies with the basic recommendations of the 
Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch on establishing clear 
lines of authority and responsibility within departments and giving the heads 
of departments control over the affairs of their departments. Such a transfer 
conforms to the pattern already established for all other civil departments by 
statute or reorganization plan. But at the same time the bill prescribes a definite 
pattern of organization for the department, which would eliminate some of the 
major advantages that otherwise would accrue from the transfer of functions. 

The establishment of a rigid statutory organizational framework for the de- 
partment directly violates one of the most basic recommendations of the Com- 
mission on Organization of the Executive Branch, namely, that “the depart- 
ment head should be given authority to determine the organization within his 
department.” This principle has already been applied to all other civil de- 
partments. Furthermore, it has usually been observed by the Congress in the 
ease of the Department of Agriculture by vesting new functions in the Secre- 
tary to be performed by such of his subordinates as he may designate. This 
bill would not only deny to the Secretary of Agriculture control over the or- 
ganization of his Department comparable to that possessed by other department 
heads, but would drastically reduce the control he now possesses. 

As you know, the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch and 
its task forces on agriculture and natural resources strongly favored consoli- 
dating in one department the management of the lands under the jurisdiction 
of the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management, but both the task 
forces and the members of the Commission divided in their conclusions on 
whether consolidations should be effected in Agriculture or in Interior. The 
majority of the Commission favored Agriculture and S. 1150 conforms to that 
recommendation. Persuasive arguments can be made for each of the alterna- 
tives. On the one hand, the relationships between private land management 
and Federal land management argue for location in the Department of Agri- 
culture. In the West, where grazing commonly shifts with the seasons between 
privately owned lands and the public lands, the relationship is particularly 
close. Also, in many parts of the country, forestry forms an important aspect 
of farm management. 

On the other hand, the relation between Federal land management and water- 
resources programs argues for consolidating the land-management functions in 
the Department of the Interior. This position is supported by the desirability 
of having a single department responsible for both the surface uses of public 
lands and the development of the subsurface mineral resources and by the 
relations between the national forest and grazing lands and the national park 
and Indian lands under the jurisdiction of Interior. In addition, both the 
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management utilize the technical services 
of other agencies in both departments. From this it may be seen that there is 
no clear and simple solution of the organizational problems with respect to 
Federal land-management programs. 

The bill would also transfer to the Secretary of Agriculture the functions of 
the Agricultural Education Service and the Home Economics Education Service 
of the Federal Security Agency. The Federal Security Agency contains no 
identifiable units bearing these titles, but the Office of Education of the Federal 
Security Agency administers grants-in-aid for vocational education, including 
training in agriculture and home economics. No advantage would be gained 
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in removing these elements of the vocational-education program from the Office 
of Education. Such a move would unnecessarily complicate Federal-State rela- 
tionships and compel State boards of vocational education to obtain their funds 
from two Federal agencies and to conform to two sets of Federal regulations. 

Undoubtedly, serious attention needs to be given to the problem of simplifying 
the organization of Federal agricultural programs at the State and local levels. 
But whether the sweeping changes provided by sections 9 and 10 of this bill 
represent a satisfactory solution of the problem is very doubtful. It should 
be noted that, in recommending the substitution of one State council and one 
county Council in each State and county for the present network of agricultural 
committees, the Commission on Organization of the Executive branch spe- 
cifically stated that “these councils should be advisory.” This bill, however, 
provides that the councils shall “administer” on the State and local levels the 
agricultural resources conservation programs and the commodity marketing and 
adjustment programs. In this the bill not only departs basically from the recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission, but it would impose by statute a plan 
of local administration, which, though it might be suitable for some programs, 
would not be for others. It would be very undesirable to prescribe the local 
organization of the Department by statute as the bill provides. 

While I cannot recommend the enactment of the bill as a whole, I would urge 
favorable action on sections 3, 4, 5, and 8, 


Department of Agriculture (letter dated May 38, 1951, by Charles F. Brannan, 
Secretary) 

Before discussing the provisions of S. 1149, we should like to call attention 
to the fact that steps have recently been taken to reorganize the agricultural 
resources conservation and research activities of the Department. These actions 
were issued as Secretary’s memoranda Nos. 1278 and 1279 of February 15, 1951. 
The changes were discussed with a number of the members of the House and 
Senate committees concerned with agriculture before they were issued. These 
memoranda represent our conclusions, after extremely careful consideration 
and discussion, as to the best steps to take to improve the organization and 
coordinate the activities of the Department relating to resource conservation and 
research. 

The purpose of memorandum No. 1278 is to bring about the closest possible 
coordination of the resources conservation work of the Department and provide 
unified leadership, service, and action to meet our responsibilities in this field. 
The basic physical objective of soil-conservation activities by Department agen- 
cies is defined as the use of each acre of agricultural land within its capabilities 
and the treating of each acre in accordance with its needs for protection and 
improvement. These activities are placed under the direction of an Assistant 
Secretary, under whose guidance the Soil Conservation Service, the Production 
Marketing Administration, and the Forest Service will jointly determine the 
soil-conservation practices to be included in the national agricultural conservation 
program and the rates of payment to be made for soil-conservation practices. 

In each State the Department agencies concerned with conservation, meet- 
ing with representatives of the State college, will formulate the soil conserva- 
tion policies and programs which are to govern our agencies in that State. The 
same procedure will be followed in each county, where Department employees 
will meet with the county agency and the governing body of the local soil 
conservation district. Technical phases of permanent-type soil conservation 
work will be under the direction of the Soil Conservation Service technicians, 
who in turn will receive program guidance from the Production and Marketing 
Administration in consultation and cooperation with the governing bodies of 
soil-conservation districts, 

In order to insure coordination of forestry activities of the Department, 
these activities are placed under the direction and control of the Forest Service. 

Our objective is to see that we have one program for soil-conservation work 
in each county and State and that this program is carried out through an inter- 
locking administrative organization. 

Memorandum No. 1278 also provides that Department personnel having State- 
wide and county-wide responsibilities shall, insofar as possible, be located 
in the same office in each State and county. This will facilitate coordination of 
operations and at the same time make it more convenient for farmers to 
deal with our field agencies. 

Memorandum No, 1279 places the agricultural research and statistical services 
and related activities of the Department under the general supervision and direc- 
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tion of an Assistant Secretary. It makes the Agricultural Research Adminis- 
trator responsible for agricultural research, other than economic, and the Chief 
of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics responsible for all economic research 
and statistical activities. : 

We mention these measures because we believe they will meet several of the 
major objectives which the Hoover Commission had in mind. We certainly do 
not think that it would be wise to discard these arrangements before they have 
had time to demonstrate their effectiveness. 

Turning now to the specific provisions of S. 1149, section 2 provides that the 
Secretary shall from time to time examine the organization of the Department 
to accomplish certain specified purposes. As to the first three of these purposes, 
namely, promotion of economy and maximum utilization of State extension 
services, State conservation agencies, and State soil-conservation districts, we 
believe that our present practices are in general accord with the provisions of 
the bill. For example, Secretary’s memorandum No. 1278, referred to above, 
specifically provides for encouraging the creation and development of soil- 
conservation districts. With respect to the role of the Extension Service, we 
have been guided by the report of the Joint Committee on Extension Policies, 
Programs, and Goals, representing the Association of Land-Grant Colleges and 
Universities and the Department. This Committee, the membership of which 
included the presidents of five of the land-grant colleges and which reported in 
August 1948, recommended that all general educational programs of the Depart- 
ment should be carried to rural people through the Cooperative Extension Service. 
At the same time, the committee recognized the necessity for information work 
which must be performed by operating agencies as an inseparable part of their 
program operations. The committee thought that only basically educational 
functions should be assigned to the Cooperative Extension Service and that 
any other assignments would tend to confuse and weaken the educational effort. 
We believe that the principles outlined by this report are sound. 

The fourth purpose stated in section 2 is “the administration of the activities 
of the Department that involve management of federally owned land in the 
field through regional offices reflecting relevant geographical factors and the use 
of State and local advisory groups to the extent possible provided that actual 
administration of programs should be the responsibility of the Department and 
the State involved.” This would apply to the Forest Service, the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service, and the Bureau of Land Management if transferred to this Depart- 
ment under the bill. 

We are not entirely sure what the intent of this provision is, but it apparently 
contemplates that Department programs involving Federal lands should be 
administered jointly by the Department and the States. We think that such an 
arrangement would be unworkable. It would mean duplication of authority and 
dual responsibility and would inevitably result in confusion. We do not see 
how it would be possible for two governments to administer the same lands. 
Such properties as the national forests, as the name indicates, are national in 
importance. Many States are deeply interested in national-forest timber and 
other resources. Watersheds, which commonly include or cut across several 
States, are dependent on the way these properties are managed from an inter- 
state and national point of view. Consequently, final administrative authority 
over them should remain in the Department. 

The fifth purpose mentioned in section 2 is “the organization of the field 
services of the Department substantially in accordance with recommendations 
Nos. 4 and 5 of the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the 
Government with respect to the Department of Agriculture.’ Recommendation 
No. 4 of the Hoover Commission provides that councils comprising representa- 
tives of Department agencies be organized in each county to exchange informa- 
tion on their programs. Such county councils were established in 1945 and 
have been in existence since. 

Recommendation No. 5 of the Hoover Commission was to the effect that 
“activities which are services to individual farmers should be administered 
in the field by departmental employees through offices based on the States as 
units.” Section 10 (f) of the bill, which provides that several major programs 
of the Department shall be administered on the State and local levels by agri- 
cultural councils, is in conflict with this recommendation. The Hoover Com- 
mission thought that State and county agricultural councils should be advisory 
only and that such groups should not have “veto power.” 

The sixth purpose stated in section 2 of the bill is “the administration of the 
conservation and adjustment programs of the Department substantially in ac- 
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cordance with recommendations Nos. 8 and 9 of the report of the Commission 
on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government with respect to 
the Department of Agriculture.” In its recommendation No. 8, the Hoover 
Commission proposed that conservation payments to farmers should be re- 
stricted to those that will bring about the adoption of complete and balanced 
conservation programs. Since this recommendation deals with agricultural 
policy and not with the organization of the Department, we believe the provi- 
sion is not germane to the subject of the bill and for this reason should not be 
included. 

Recommendation No. 9 of the Hoover Commission proposed that adjustment 
programs with respect to commodities and commodity groups should be operated 
on a stand-by rather than a continuous basis. The observation made in the 
preceding paragraph also applies to this recommendation. We think that it 
should not be inelnded in the bill. 

Section 3 provides for two additional Assistant Secretaries of Agriculture 
and section 4 for an Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. As 
we have heretofore stated, there is real need for these positions. 

Section 5 transfers to the Secretary of Agriculture all functions of all other 
officers and all functions of all agencies and employees of the Department, 
except the functions of the hearing examiners and of corporations of the De- 
partment and their boards and officers. This section also provides that the 
Secretary may authorize any other officer of any agency or employee of the 
Department to perform any function of the Secretary, including functions 
transferred by this section. This provision is in accordance with the general 
view of the Hoover Commission that all functions of departments should be 
vested in the heads of departments rather than in their constituent agencies. 
We believe that this view is sound. 

Section 6 would require the Secretary or reorganize the Department so as to 
group its operational functions at the seat of government into the following 
eight major administrative agencies: 

Staff service. 

Research Service. 

Agricultural Consultation Service. 

Agricultural Resources Conservation Service. 

Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service. 

Regulatory Service. 

Agricultural Credit Service. 

. Rural Electrification Service. 

This section also provides that, in establishing these services, the Secretary shall 
be guided by the recommendations of the Hoover Commission. 

The Hoover Commission, both in its report on the Department of Agriculture 
and in its report on “General Management of the Executive Branch,” recom- 
mended that the Secretary have power to determine the organization of the 
Department. In the latter report the Commission said: “Each department head 
should receive from the Congress administrative authority to organize his de- 
partment and place him in control of its administration” (p. 37). 

The report of your committee on Organization of Federal Executive Depart- 
ments and Agencies, dated March 8, 1951, points out that during the BHighty- 
first Congress reorganization plans or acts were approved vesting full reorgani- 
zation authority and functions in the secretaries of all departments of Cabinet 
rank, with the exception of the Department of Agriculture. 

We believe that it would be unwise to establish a rigid organizational strue- 
ture which could not readily be modified to fit changing conditions or to provide 
for adjustments in organization which are found through experience to be 
desirable. In our judgment, the pattern referred to in the preceding paragraph 
embodies a sound principle of public administration and should be extended to 
this Department. 

While we think that organizational flexibility is essential, we assume that you 
will want our comments on the organizational structure proposed by the bill. 

With respect to the proposed Agricultural Resources Conservation Service, 
Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service, and Research Service, we believe 
that the actions taken recently, through the issuance of Secretary’s memoranda 
No. 1278 and No. 1279, referred to above, gives us an effective arrangement for 
the conduct and coordination of our conservation and research work. We do not 
believe that we should change our present organization in these areas. 
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The bill does not explain what functions the proposed Agricultural Consulta- 
tion Service would have, nor is this term used in the report of the Hoover Com- 
mission. Without some indication of the functions which the Service would 
have, we are unable to comment intelligently. If this Service is intended to have 
the same functions as the Extension Service under the Hoover Commission 
Report, we have already commented on this matter. 

In our letter to you, dated July 8, 1949, commenting on the proposals of 
the Hoover Commission, we stated that we did not believe that consolidation 
of all regulatory activities of the Department into one regulatory service would 
be desirable. We think we would find new and difficult problems on our hands 
if we tried to consolidate all our regulatory functions into one agency. We 
would have an organization made up of many different types of specialists whose 
duties were quite unrelated and who at the same time were divorced from 
close association with employees in the same professional fields in other agen- 
cies. Such an organization would have little unity, cohesiveness, or vigor. We 
believe we can make more progress by working to improve our regulatory activi- 
ties wherever necessary within our present organizational framework. 

The proposed Agricultural Credit Service is, of course, intended to include 
the Farm Credit Administration and the Farmers Home Administration, The 
fundamental question of the role of the Farmers Home Administration in the 
credit field and its relation to Farm Credit Administration was very thoroughly 
and very carefully considered by the Congress before passage of the act of Au- 
gust 14, 1946, which created the Farmers Hame Administration. 

Two different types of credit and two different credit systems are involved. 
The farm credit system provides credit on a cooperative basis to farmers and 
their cooperatives from funds obtained principally from private investment 
sources. Farmers Home Administration, on the other hand, lends public funds 
to low-income farmers and assists them in. working out improved operating 
plans—what we commonly refer to as supervised credit, Farmers Home Admin- 
istration cannot lend to a farmer unless it is shown that he cannot get adequate 
eredit at reasonable rates from other sources. 

We think we ought to stick to the decision reached by Congress in 1946 that 
these credit systems should be administered by separate agencies. 

With respect to corporations, we notice that they are excepted from the pro- 
visions of section 5, which transfers the functions of agencies of the Depart- 
ment to the Secretary, and that they are not referred to in section 6 or elsewhere 
in the bill. We assume, therefore, that it is not intended to change their present 
status and that organizationally they would remain as they are. This applies 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Federal Crop Insurance Corpora- 
tion, the Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation, the Central Bank for Cooperatives, 
and the district banks and corporations of the Farm Credit System. These 
corporations were established by acts of Congress. Their present status and 
organizational relationships have been carefully worked out over a considerable 
period of time. The pattern established by the Congress is working satisfactorily, 
and we think it is important that we do not introduce changes which might 
lead to confusion as to the status and powers of the corporations and their boards 
of directors. 

Section 7 would transfer to the Department of Agriculture the functions of the 
Bureau of Land Management, Department of the Interior, except as to mining 
and mineral resources, 

The Hoover Commission pointed out the difficulties which result from the fact 
that both the Department of the Interior and the Department of Agriculture 
are responsible for managing Federal forest and range lands. In the case of 
the revested Oregon and California grant lands, the great stands of timber and 
other forest resources administered by the two Departments are intermingled 
or adjacent. Essentially the same functions are carried on here by the two 
Departments under different laws and regulations. Forestry and grazing are an 
integral part of the agricultural economy of the country and are directly related 
to other functions of the Department and of the State agricultural colleges and 
the State extension services. There would be very real advantages if all Federal 
forest and range land, as specified in the report of the Hoover Commission, could 
be brought together. 

This section would also transfer to this Department the Agricultural Educa- 
tion Service and the Home Economics Education Service of the Federal Secu- 
rity Agency. We have a deep interest in vocational agriculture and, of course, 
want to contribute all we can to its success. This matter should have careful 
study. 
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Section 8 would repeal the provision of section 32 of the act approved August 
24, 1935, which provides that an amount equal to 30 percent of the customs 
receipts shall be available for the removal of agricultural surpluses and their 
utilization through foreign and domestic programs. 

In enacting section 32 to provide an annual appropriation in an amount equal 
to 30 percent of customs receipts. Congress established a policy designed both 
to provide the farmer protection comparable to that afforded industry by tariff 
duties and to set up a permanent appropriation to meet surplus removal problems 
as they arise. This policy was reviewed by both the Eightieth and the Highty- 
first Congresses, when the Agricultural Acts of 1948 and 1949 were under con- 
sideration, and was reaffirmed and implemented. The unpredictable factors 
governing the use of these funds make it impossible to estimate with any degree 
of accuracy the fund requirement for surplus-removal programs very far in 
advance of the actual need. The Congress recognized this fact and the importance 
of having adequate funds available at all times to meet surplus needs by providing 
in the Agricultural Act of 1948 that unused balances in this appropriation shall 
accumulate to $300,000,000. The latest expression of Congress concerning the 
importance of these funds to the agricultural economy is contained in the Agri- 
cultural Aact of 1949, which provides that these funds shall be devoted prin- 
cipally to perishable and nonmandatory price-support commodities for which 
no other funds are available. 

Section 32 has played an important part in stabilizing the agricultural economy 
by having funds available to meet emergency surplus problems as they arise. 
It is our opinion that repeal of this provision would not be in the public interest. 

Under section 9 “all existing local, county, and State agricultural committees 
created by authority of Federal law and participating in, or advising with 
respect to, the formulation or administration of any programs of the Department 
of Agriculture” would be abolished. This provision would undoubtedly apply 
to the community, county, and State committees of the Production and Marketing 
Administration and to the county and State committees of he Farmers Home 
Administration, concerned with determination of eligibility of applications for 
loans and certification of the value of farms to be purchased by borrows. It is not 
clear whether the provision would also abolish various national forest advisory 
boards, such as those which represent associations of farmers and stockmen who 
graze cattle and sheep in the national forests. There are almost 1,000 
of these boards. If the bill had this effect, it would cause a great deal of difficulty, 
since the committees established under section 10 of the bill would not be con- 
stituted in such a way that they could perform the functions now served by 
these advisory boards. In connection with the sale of farms under the Case- 
Wheeler Act, there are committees which review purchase applications. It is not 
guite clear whether these committees would be abolished. There is alse a possi- 
bility that this section would affect county extension and home-demonstration 
councils, which cooperate in and advise with respect to cooperative extension 
programs of the Department and the land-grant colleges. 

Section 10 provides for an agricultural council in each county and in each 
State. The county councils would be composed of five farmers elected by the 
farmers of the county. The State council would consist of six persons elected 
by the chairmen of the county agricultural councils from among their number, 
together with the State secretary of agriculture or corresponding official, the 
director of the State agricultural experiment station, the director of the State 
extension service, the chairman of the State soil conservation committee, and 
the head of the State conservation department or corresponding official, or the 
designees of the foregoing. These committees would administer on the State 
and local level the programs of the Agricultural Resources Conservation Service 
and the Commodity and Marketing Adjustment Service, and would also make 
recommendations regarding administrative procedures of other agencies. 

As stated above, section 10 (f) is contrary to the recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission, which thought that the county and State councils should be 
advisory only and that administration of Federal programs should be conducted 
by Department employees. The section is also inccnsistent, as pointed out 
earlier, with section 2 (a) (4) and (5) of the bill, which calls for administration 
of programs by Department and State employees rather than by farmer councils. 

We are not certain how far it is intended that the responsibilities of the 
councils should extend. It is clear, of course, that they would carry on the present 
functions of the county and State production and marketing administration com- 
mittees. However, there are other functions of the Production and Marketing 











18 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Administration, such as market news, which are not now administered by the 
county and State committees, and which the proposed councils could hardly carry 
on effectively. Again, the councils apparently would administer the present 
functions of the Soil Conservation Service at county and State levels. This 
would raise a serious problem with respect to relationships with the Soil Con- 
servation district boards, created under State law, with which the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service technicians cooperate. As the bill is worded, it would also seem to 
require that all functions of the Forest Service be administered by the proposed 
county and State councils. Since the national forests are not organized on a 
State and county basis, as well as for the reason stated earlier in our comments 
on section 2 (a) (4), it would be impractical to transfer the administration of 
the forests at local levels to the councils. The work of the Forest Service with 
respect to State and private forestry matters is now largely conducted through 
cooperative arrangements with State and local government units. Furthermore, 
in some States laws prohibit State officials from holding Federal offices. 

We think that section 10 would establish an unworkable organizational ar- 
rangement. At the same time, we believe that the present system of State and 
county committees, which for many years have administered conservation, pro- 
duction adjustment, price support and stabilization, and other programs, provides 
the most effective way of carrying the programs to farmers. 

Section 11 of the bill charges the Secretary with certain responsibilities in 
determining the necessity for continuing Federal agricultural research stations. 
The Department is in full sympathy with the purpose of this section and has no 
objection to transferring to the various States any stations which are considered 
to be unnecessary from the Federal standpoint and which the State desires. As 
a matter of fact, several research stations of the Department are now in the 
course of being disposed of in that way. 

Some question of interpretation might arise with regard to the language 
“where the work has been completed or is being duplicated elsewhere.” When 
a station is no longer serving a useful purpose or when its functions are being 
duplicated elsewhere in the sense that there is a definite duplication of effort 
which could be avoided by consolidating the stations or eliminating one of them, 
there is, of course, no question that facilities should be disposed of. It frequently 
happens, however, that a station is suited by location, facilities, and personnel 
for needed research other than the particular projects which it has been con- 
ducting. Likewise, there is sometimes an apparent duplication which, from the 
standpoint of an effective working program, is not a duplication at all. For 
example, work on diseases of apples may be under way in the Pacific Northwest 
and on the Atlantic seaboard. To some extent these activities might be con- 
sidered as duplicating each other. However, the effect of local environment on 
the diseases, the varieties of apples grown in the section, and the regional interests 
which are being served frequently are decidedly different, and in cases like this 
the Department certainly would regard it as unsound to close one of the stations 
and attempt to carry on all the work at the other. 

Section 18 directs the Secretary of Agriculture, in conjunction with the 
Federal Security Administrator and the Federal Trade Commission to study the 
functions of the various Federal agencies in connection with the regulation of 
food products and drugs, with a view to submitting to the Congress a plan for 
placing regulatory functions respecting food products under the Department of 
Agriculture and respecting drugs under the Public Health Service. It would 
seem that a study of this kind should be made under the leadership of the 
Bureau of the Budget rather than directly by the interested agencies. 

The Department has a broad over-all responsibility for the conservation, use, 
and management of the Nation’s land and water resources devoted to agriculture. 
How these resources are developed and handled will greatly influence the ability 
of our farms to continuously produce needed supplies of food, feed, and fiber. 
In this connection, there is one recommendation of the Hoover Commission which 
is not dealt with in the bill but which might well be included. This is the 
recommendation that the Department be required to report to the President and 
the Congress on all irrigation or reclamation projects. The purpose of these 
projects, of course, is to increase the Nation’s agricultural production capacity. 
They directly affect regional and total agricultural production and the policies 
and operations of this Department. At the same time our research bureaus and 
other agencies of the Department contribute a great deal to the success of farm- 
ers on these projects in essentially the same manner as they serve farmers in 
adjacent areas and elsewhere. For these reasons we believe that adoption of 
the Commission’s recommendations on this point would be desirable. 
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For the foregoing reasons, we believe that enactment of this bill would be 
unwise. Adoption in its present form would, as we have pointed out, cause serious 
difficulties. 


Department of the Interior (letter dated May 10, 1951, by Oscar L. Chapman, 
Secretary of the Interior): 

I strongly urge that this bill be not enacted in its present form. 

I cannot agree that the Department of Agriculture should have responsibility 
for management of public lands; that all major soil, range, and forest conserva- 
tion activities be grouped in the Department of Agriculture; nor that all con- 
servation programs of the Federal Government be administered according to the 
wishes of State agricultural councils. These are all clearly implied in various 
parts of the proposed bill. I fully endorse, on the other hand, the proposed 
transfer to the Secretary of Agriculture of all functions of other agencies and 
employees of that Department. I also approve the general objective of improving 
the efficiency and economy of departmental operation through internal reorgan- 
ization of agencies and functions relating to the cardinal purpose of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, i. e., service to farmers. 

The proposed transfer of the functions of the Bureau of Land Management 
to the Secretary of Agriculture “except as respects mining and mineral re- 
sources” in section 7 (a) of S. 1149 is the major change in the organization of 
the Department of Agriculture which would be made by the bill. These 
functions, now under the responsibility of the Secretary of the Interior, relate 
primarily to the management, protection, development, and use of public lands 
and natural resources of the United States. To facilitate this proposed transfer, 
section 7 of the bill would provide also for the transfer of all property, records, 
personnel, and funds which relate primarily to such functions. 

S. 1149 apparently is intended to carry out the principal proposals of the 
Hoover Commission in its report on the Department of Agriculture, of February 
1949, and its general concluding report of May 1949, both of which, in general, 
follow the recommendations of the task-force report on agricultural activities 
(appendix M), January 1949. Contrary recommendations were urged, however, 
by four of the Commissioners, who followed the general recommendations of the 
task-force report on natural resources (appendix L), January 1949. Vice 
Chairman Acheson and Commissioners Pollock and Rowe, in a minority report 
of the Hoover Commission, recommended (1) the reorganization of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior as a Department of Natural Resources, and (2) the transfer 
of the Forest Service from the Department of Agriculture to the new Depart- 
ment for consolidation with the Bureau of Land Management in a Forest and 
Range Service. Commissioner James Forrestal also opposed transfer of the 
Bureau of Land Management to the Department of Agriculture, recommending 
instead that the Forest Service be transferred from the Department of Agricul- 
ture to the Department of the Interior. 

I firmly believe that the enactment of S. 1149 would seriously handicap the 
Nation’s endeavor to develop its publicly owned natural resources in meeting 
the needs of the national emergency, of our increasing population, and of our 
highly productive economy. Past neglect of conservation and the necessary 
drain of our natural resources in two world wars make this problem one of the 
most critical which face the Nation. 

It is of primary importance, as indicated by the minority report of the Hoover 
Commission on the Department of the Interior, that it be recognized: “that the 
conservation, development, and use of our public resources is a single indivisible 
problem. It can be solved wisely only by the leadership of one governmental 
agency which would relate each part of our problem—forest, water, public’ lands, 
minerals, wildlife, fisheries, recreation, power—to the others and develop all 
our natural resources together.” [Italics supplied.] 

The enactment of S. 1149, on theother hand, would further accentuate the 
splintering of functions with respect to natural resources development and 
conservation by transferring jurisdiction over the public lands to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture while continuing the responsibilities of conservation and 
development of water, minerals, and other resources in the Department of the 
Interior. 

The transfer to the Department of Agriculture of forestry and land manage- 
ment functions on public lands would not even accomplish the centralization of 
these particular aspects of resource conservation and devlopment in a single 
agency since 8. 1149 would not transfer to the Department of Agriculture large 
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areas of forested and other lands administered by the Department of the 
Interior, such as Indian lands and national parks. 

In at least one respect S. 1149 appears to depart from the recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission majority report on the Department of the Interior. 
The majority report of the Commission indicated that the functions of the 
Mineral Resources Services in the reorganized Department of the Interior 
would include the administration of mineral! leases, title records, and resevations, 
It is, of course, necessary to have status and patent records in order to deter- 
mine the availability of lands for the issuance of mineral leases and mining 
patents under the general mining laws. Since the existing public land records 
are physically incapable of division into mineral and nonmineral records, the 
provision in section 7 of S. 1149 for the transfer of public land records to the 
Department of Agriculture would result in acute administrative problems. Ex- 
pensive duplication of record keeping, or an exceptionally large number of trans- 
actions between the two Departments, would be required. Clearly, neither the 
ends of efficiency nor economy would be served by such an arrangement. This 
is but one of the illustrations that might be given of the administrative com- 
plications to which the proposed transfer would give rise. 

The question as to the agency which can best act as conservator of our natural 
resources was discussed by Commissioner Forrestal who pointed out that the 
Department of the Interior “traditionally has been the department in our execu- 
tive branch most concerned with the development and conservation of our 
natural resources. The Department of Agriculture, on the other hand, has been 
more interested in production than in conservation and the functions relating to 
natural resources should be transferred to the Department of the Interior.” 

Transfer of the functions of the Bureau of Land Management to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture under S. 1149 would have the opposite result of fragmentiz- 
ing the conservation responsibilities now concentrated in the Department of the 
Interior. It would deprive the Nation of a truly national conservation program 
headed by a member of the Cabinet devoting his primary attention to the manage- 
zment, protection, development, and use of the publicly owned lands and natural 
resources. 

The report of the Hoover Commission on the Department of Agriculture 
indicated that the main faults in the organization of the Department of Agri- 
culture are those created by the rapid growth of that Department “causing an 
unnecessary diffusion of authority * * * without sufficient integration of 
its parts and with considerable overlapping and duplication.” 8S. 1149 would 
clearly inerease the diffusion, overlapping, and duplication. It would direct 
the Department of Agriculture even further from its basic objective of service 
to farmers by pushing it into the administration of the public land laws, under 
which the Department of the Interior has carried out congressional policies for 
the management and disposition of the public domain for more than a century. 

In my opinion it is necessary to have the development of natural resources 
placed in an agency devoted primarily to the development and conservation of 
natural resources, rather than to transfer public land management activities, 
as proposed by S. 1149, to a department whose primary function is service to 
farmers. 





Federal Security Agency (letter dated May 1, 1951, by Oscar R. Ewing, 
Administrator) 


Under section 2 (a) (2) the Secretary of Agriculture is directed, among other 
things, to reorganize his Department in such fashion as to secure “the utilization 
of the.extension service by other agencies within the Department as an educa- 
tional agency to build educational programs using the full facilities of the 
Department and to carry them to the farmers and the public through established 
channels.” 

Presumably it is in order to achieve the maximum utilization of the Extension 
Service of the Department as an educational agency and of State extension 
services in carrying forward national programs, that it is proposed in section 7 
of the bill to transfer from the Federal Security Agency to the Secretary of 
Agriculture the functions of the Agricultural Education Service and the Home 
Economics Education Service and the functions of the Administrator of the 
Federal Security Agency and of the Commissioner of Education thereof in 
relation thereto, together with all property and records relating primarily to 
the functions transferred, all personnel whose chief duties relate to the functions 
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transferred and all unexpended balances of appropriations, allocations, and other 
funds, as the Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall determine relate pri- 
marily to the functions transferred. 

We assume that the purpose of and the justification for the proposed trans- 
fer of the Agricultural Education Service and the Home Economics Education 
Service from the Office of Education to the Department of Agriculture is to bring 
together in one educational agency, i. e., the Extension Service of the Department 
of Agriculture, all educational functions of the Federal Government relating to 
agriculture and home economics and thus to avoid what has sometimes been 
asserted to be an overlapping and duplication of functions as between the United 
States Department of Agriculture Extension Service and the Federal-State coop- 
erative vocational education program administered by the Office of Education. 

We do not believe that there exists sufficient duplication of functions between 
the programs of the United States Department of Agriculture and the Office of 
Education to justify the transfer proposed in section 7 of the instant bill. This 
question was discussed at some length in the task force report on public welfare 
(appendix P) prepared for the Commission on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government (pp. 335-336). The task force report concludes with 
a statement with which we are in entire agreement: 

“There are those who believe that the solution is to transfer the program in 
vocational agriculture from the United States Office of Edueation to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. With these we cannot agree, although it must be admitted 
that the Department of Agriculture seems to have been more successful in getting 
adequate Federal support for its activities than has the Office of Education. If 
we were to make this transfer, we should then have to be consistent by trans- 
ferring the trade and industrial vocational education to the Department of 
Labor, the vocational education in distributive occupations to the Department of 
Commerce, the vocational guidance program might go to the United States 
Employment Service, and probably the vocational education in homemaking 
would be transferred to another division of the Department of Agriculture. Such 
action would multiply rather than diminish the number of noneducational agen- 
cies dealing with the schools in the States; eliminate any semblance of over-all 
Federal-State development in the promotion of vocational education, and create 
more overlapping in Federal staff and services. This proposal fails to recognize 
that basically these two programs have different philosophies and modes of 
operation. It might lose considerable of the drive and zeal developed through 
the loyalties to these separate programs. It would further complicate adminis- 
trative matters at the State level, as the USDA operates through the land-grant 
colleges in its extension program and would probably prefer to operate vocational 
agriculture through the same State agency. It would thus withdraw the program 
from the State departments of education, aggravating the Federal dereliction 
in weakening this State agency. The alternative of having the USDA deal 
through the State departments of education for this program multiplies the 
difficulties involved. We believe that the removal of the program in vocational 
agriculture from the Federal educational ageney would be detrimental to the 
best interest of education in the States. A similar suggestion that the Agricul- 
tural Extension Service be transferred to the Office of Education has little to 
commend it for similar and other reasons.” 

The Hoover Commission report itself did not make any specific recommenda- 
tion with respect to the transfer of any of the functions of vocational educa- 
tion from the Office of Education. This agency strongly opposes any such 
transfers. 

Section 13 of the bill authorizes and directs the Secretary of Agriculture, in 
conjunction with the Federal Security Administrator and the Federal Trade 
Commission, to study the regulatory functions of various Federal agencies with 
respect to food products and drugs, with a view to submission to the Congress 
of a plan for placing regulatory programs on foods in Agriculture and those on 
drugs in the Public Health Service. It is not entirely clear whether the plan is to 
be submitted by the Secretary of Agriculture alone, or jointly with the Federal 
Security Administrator and the Federal Trade Commissioners. 

The closing language of the section amounts to a predetermination by the Con- 
gress that the regulatory functions presently administered in this agency by the 
Food and Drug Administration respecting food products should be placed in the 
Department of Agriculture and those respecting drugs under the Public Health 
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Service, and that the function of the Secretary, the Administrator, and the 
Commissioners will be merely to devise a plan to effectuate that purpose. 

I am in complete disagreement with such a division of these functions. In 
my opinion, nothing would be gained and much would be lost in splintering the 
Food and Drug Administration, which has had a history of unified operations 
for more than 40 years. Such action would be a denial of the Hoover Com- 
mission’s own concept of grouping Government agencies according to major 
purposes, which in this instance is the protection of the consumer. 

The results of a divided enforcement program would be duplication and 
eonfusion. Scientific and administrative personnel would be duplicated in 
separate establishments; laboratories would be duplicated in Washington and 
the field; a dual corps of inspectors would cover the same territory; two sets 
of import controls would be in effect; two units of legal counsel would be re- 
quired. Confusion would follow—particularly in trade and business relation- 
ships and in relation to legal action and the courts. Already we have evidence 
of a similar kind of confusion in the regulation of advertising of food, drug, 
and cosmetic products by the Federal Trade Commission. 

I feel strongly that it would not be in the public interest to transfer the Food 
and Drug Administration in whole or in part away from the Federal Security 
Agency. In transferring the Food and Drug Administration to this agency in 
1940, President Roosevelt said: “The work of the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion is unrelated to the basic functions of the Department of Agriculture. There 
was, however, no other agency to which these functions more appropriately be- 
longed until the Federal Security Agency was created last year.” 

It seems to me equally self-evident that the functions of this Bureau, or a 
part of it, cannot operate successfully in a setting where the interest of producers 
and processors, as contrasted with consumers, is the paramount objective. Re- 
sponsibility for devising ways and means to increase the production and market- 
ing of agricultural products is unrelated and may even be contrary to the 
purposes of the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act. 

In reports which I am submitting on S. 1145 and S. 1140, bills which would 
establish a Department of Social Security and Education, and a Department of 
Health, respectively, I comment at some length on the proposal to transfer 
the Public Health Service to the new Department of Health. Should such a 
new department be established, a specialized interest and professional leader- 
ship would control it and the consumer interest, which is the major concern 
of the Food and Drug Administration, may be neglected. Moreover, economic 
cheats, misbranding, slack-filled and deceptive packaging are not medical mat- 
ters. The legal sanctions and enforcement procedures which are the core of 
food, drug, and cosmetic regulations are not the familiar techniques of those 
whose first concern is medicine. 

In my judgment, the Food and Drug Administration must remain a single 
unit. Its present independent position in this agency permits greater oppor- 
tunity to serve our citizens. The views of Commissioners Pollock and Rowe on 
pages 49-51 of the Social Security and Education Report of the Commission 
on Organization of the Executive Branch support this conclusion forcibly and 
clearly. I am in complete accord with them. ; 

While we would not, of course, object to a further study of the “diverse re- 
quirements and procedures and overlapping authority” of the various Federal 
agencies concerned with regulations in this field, it is our view that the report 
to the Congress should not be that of the Secretary of Agriculture alone, but 
that it should be a joint report by the Secretary of Agriculture, the Federal 
Security Administrator, and the Chairman of the Federal Trade Commission. 
Also, for the reasons stated, we believe it would be distinctly preferable to ask 
this group to formulate a plan to solve the problem and leave them free to 
exercise their judgment as to what the solution should be. 


GLenn K. SuHRIver, 


Professional Staff Member. 
Approved: 


Watrer L. REYNOLDs, 
Staff Director. 
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STAFF MEMORANDUM No. 82-1-51, SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


Avcust 23, 1951. 
Hoover COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


(S. 1149; see analysis, staff memorandum No. 82-1-48) 


Recommendation No. 1 


In general, we recommend an extension of the functional organization of the 
Department and a better grouping of activities related to the same major purpose. 


Recommendation No. 2 

We recommend that the present positions of Under Secretary and an Assistant 
Secretary be retained and that an additional Assistant Secretary and an Ad- 
ministrative Assistant Secretary be added. These officials should be appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, with the 
possible exception of the Administrative Assistant Secretary. The duties of these 
officials in supervision of departmental activities should be assigned by the 
Secretary. All officials below the Under Secretary and the Assistant Secre- 
taries should, where possible, be appointed from the career service. 


Recommendation No. 8 


We recommend a thorough overhaul of the organization of the Department, at 
State, county, and farmer levels. 


Recommendation No. 4 


We recommend that Department of Agriculture Councils comprising repre- 
sentatives of the several departmental services in each county be organized to 
exchange information on their programs. 


Recommendation No. 5 


In view of the widespread activities of the State governments in agriculture, 
the Commission recommends that, except in the most unusual circumstances, 
activities that are services to individual farmers should be administered in 
the field by departmental employees through offices based on the States as 
units. The services at county levels and to farmer units should be so merged as 
to reduce the number of duplicating and unnecessary employees, with due 
regard to avoiding divided authority. 


Recommendation No. 6 


We recommend the establishment of one State council in each State, and 
ohe county council in each agricultural county, as aids to orderly operations 
in the field. 


Recommendation No. 7 


In the future, new Federal agricultural research stations should generally 
be established only where existing joint Federal-State facilities cannot be 
developed to fill the need. 

Recommendation No. 8 


We recommend that conservation payments to a farmer should be restricted 
to those which will bring about the adoption of complete and balanced conser- 
vation programs on his farm. 


Recommendation No. 9 


We recommend that adjustment programs with respect to commodities and 
commodity groups should be operated on a stand-by, rather than a continuous, 
basis. 


Recommendation No. 10 


To obtain economy and efficiency, this Commission recommends that inspection 
costs on farm products, when imposed for the benefit and protection of the 
general public, be paid by the Federal Government. Inspection and grading 
services primarily for the benefit or protection of producers or processors 
should be paid for by the producers or processors. 
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Recommendation No. 11 


We recommend that customs receipts now allotted directly to the Department 
be paid into the Treasury and that direct annual appropriations be made by the 
Congress for specified purposes. 


Recommendation No. 12 


We recommend that the Department of Agriculture be required to report to 
the President and the Congress on all irrigation or reclamation projects about 
their use or timeliness, 


Recommendation No. 138 


This Commission recommends that all regulatory functions above relating to 
food products be transferred to the Department of Agriculture and that those 
relating to other products be placed under a reorganized Drug Bureau adminis- 
tered by the public health agency. 


Recommendation No. 14 


Our three task forces on agriculture, natural resources, and public works all 
urgently recommend the consolidation of these’ agencies. It has been urged for 
many years by students of Government. The Commission agrees with this 
recommendation. 


Recommendation No. 15 


This Commission believes that logic and public policy require that major land 
agencies be grouped in the Department of Agriculture. It recommends that the 
land activities of the Department of the Interior, chiefly the public domain 
(except mineral questions) and the Oregon and California revested lands be 
transferred to the Department of Agriculture and that the water-development 
activities (except the local farm-supply of water) be transferred to the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 


Recommendation No. 16 


We recommend that on completion of the organization of the Department, as 
contemplated in this report, the Secretary of Agriculture institute immediately 
a comprehensive management survey to determine further savings, and to elimi- 
nate facilities, stations, and offices that duplicate facilities and work otherwise 
conducted by the Department or the States. 

The Hoover Commission further recommended in its report on Social Security, 
Education, and Indian Affairs as follows: 

Recommendation No. 7.—“This Commission believes, however, that these edu- 
cational programs must be administered by the agencies whose functions the 
particular programs serve to promote” (sec. 7, S. 1149). 

In the explanatory information which proceded the recommendation, the Com- 
mission stated: 

“For years the Government has made payments for agricultural research, 
Recently the Government has been spending huge sums in grants to higher insti- 
tutions for atomic and military research. These programs are concentrated in 
the natural and physical sciences. The grants have an important effect on the 
education system. There are those who believe that these various educational 
programs should be centered in the Office of Education.” 

GLENN K. SHRIVER, 
Professional Staff Member. 

Approved : 

WALTER L. REYNOLDs, Staff Director. 


STAFF MEMORANDUM No. 82—1—53, SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 
August 27, 1951. 
Subject: S. 1149 (committee print, August 14, 1951, Aiken et al.)—To provide 


for the organization of the Department of Agriculture in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Hoover Commission. 


In general, S. 1149 is designed to effectuate the recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission, as contained in its report on the Department of Agriculture, 
although it has been amended somewhat in an effort to overcome some of the 
objections to the original Hoover Commission draft (S. 2055, 8lst Cong.) raised 
by certain farm groups. The bill provides as follows: 
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a 


REGROUPING DEPARTMENTAL FUNCTIONS 


Vests all functions (except hearing examiners and corporations) in the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, and authorizes him to reorganize the Department, by “major 
purpose,” so that all of its operational functions will be grouped under the 
following eight administrative services: (a) Staff, (b) research, (c) agricul- 
tural consultation (Extension Service), (d@) agricultural resources conservation, 
(e) commodity marketing and adjustment, (f) regulatory, (9) agricultural 
credit, and (h) rural eletrification (recommendation No. 1). 

Authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to reexamine functions and agencies 
for the purpose of grouping together agriculture councils representing several 
departmental services in each county so that program information will be 
exchanged between the various field services (recommendation No. 4). 

Authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to group services to farmers and 
administer field services by departmental employees through offices based on 
the States as units. Insofar as possible under existing statutes, the services 
to farm units at county level will be merged to reduce the number of duplicating 
and unnecessary employees (recommendation No. 5). 

Top-level management 

Establishes two additional Assistant Secretaries of Agriculture (one 
to be appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate). The 
other (Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture) to be appointed 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, from the classified civil service, who shall per- 
form such duties as the Secretary shall prescribe (recommendation No. 2. 
County council and State advisory councils 

Authorizes the establishment of one agricultural advisory council in each 
State and one advisory council in each county. The county advisory council 
will be composed of 5 individuals, elected by farmers from those residing in 
the county and the State agricultural advisory council shall be composed 
of 18 individuals, 7 of whom shall be elected by the chairmen of the 
county advisory councils from its members, and 6 members consisting of 
the following: (1) The State secretary of agriculture, (2) director of the State 
agriculture experiment station, (3) director of the State agriculture extension 
service, (4) chairman of the State soil-conservation committee, (5) State director 
or supervisor of vocational agriculture, and (6) the head of the State conserva- 
tion department (recommendation No. 6). 

Authority is contained in the bill to establish an interim State agriculture 
advisory council to function until the elected council is fully activated. 

Abolishes all local, county, and State agricultural committees and transfers 
their functions (except those exercised by State and county agricultural coun- 
cils) to such personnel or agencies of the Department as the Secretary may 
direct. 

Agriculture research stations 

Directs the Secretary of Agriculture to survey all Federal agricultural research 
stations and dispose of those which are not needed, and in the future only estab- 
lish new research stations where the Federal-State facilities cannot be developed 
to fill the need (recommendation No, 7). 


Conservation payments 


Directs the Secretary to examine functions and agencies of the Department 
and restrict conservation payments to those farmers who facilitate in bringing 
about a balanced conservation program (recommendation No. 8), and admin- 
ister the adjustment programs on a stand-by basis rather than on a continuous 
basis (recommendation No. 9). 


Appropriations 

Abolishes the permanent annual appropriation, 30 percent of the gross custom 
receipts (sec. 32 funds) now available to the Secretary of Agriculture for the 
purpose of encouraging the exportation and consumption of agricultural com- 
modities, and requires the Secretary to include such requirements in his budget 
as an annual appropriation (recommendation No. 11). 
Study overlapping functions and transfer activities 


Authorizes the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to study overlapping 
requirements and procedures of the Department of Agriculture, Federal Security 
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Agency, and Federal Trade Commission with a view of recommending to Con- 
gress legislation which would place regulatory functions over food products 
under the Department of Agriculture, regulation of drugs under the Public 
Health Service (recommendation No, 13). 


Transfers 


Transfers the Bureau of Land Management (except mining and mineral 
resources) and related functions of the Secretary of the Interior from the 
Department of Interior to the Department of Agriculture (recommendation No. 
15) and transfers agricultural vocational education from the Federal Security 
Agency to the Department of Agriculture. 

Transfer of these educational functions from the Federal Security Agency is 
apparently based on recommendation No. 7 of the Commission as contained in 
its report on social security, education, and Indian affairs. The Commission 
suggested that educational programs be administered by those agencies whose 
functions the particular programs serve to promote. 

A survey of the Hoover Commission Report on the Department of Agriculture, 
the Hoover Commission Task Force Report on Agricultural Activities, and the 
Hoover Commission Task Force Report on Education reveals that: 

(1) The report of the Hoover Commission on the Department of Agriculture 
makes no mention whatsoever of transferring vocational education to the 
Department of Agriculture. 

(2) The Hoover Commission Task Force Report on Public Welfare (appendix 
P) which embraced educational activities was opposed to the transfer, stating, 
“Such action would multiply rather than diminish the number of noneducational 
agencies dealing with the schools in the States; eliminate any semblance of 
over-all Federal-State development in the promotion of vocational education 
and create more overlapping in Federal services” (p. 336, Task Force Report 
on Public Welfare). 

(8) The Hoover Commission Task Force on Agricultural Activities (appendix 
M) was also opposed to the proposed transfer, stating, “The more formal voca- 
tional educational work in agriculture and home making, typified by the Future 
Farmers and Future Home Makers of America, now performed by the Office 
of Education in the Federal Security Agency, was considered but the committee 
concluded it should not be a function of the Department of Agriculture.” No 
reasons were given for this conclusion by the Task Force (p. 80, Task Force 
Report on Agricultural Activities). 

The 4-H Club program of the Department of Agriculture operates through its 
Extension Service extending to local communities, through land-grant colleges, 
vocational education for some 1,600,000 farm boys and girls. 

The United States Office of Education operates four groups, the Future 
Farmers of America, the Future Home Makers of America, the New Future 
Farmers of America (for Negro boys) and the New Future Home Makers 
of America (for Negro girls), at the State level through State boards for voca- 
tional education, enrolling more than 500,000 boys and girls, many in urban 
areas, 

See additional comments from the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
Secretary of Agriculture, and Administrator of the Federal Security Agency as 
shown on pages 2, 7, and 11, respectively, of staff memorandum No. 82-1-32, and a 
summary of the official Hoover Commission recommendations in staff memo- 
randum No. 82-1-51. 


HOOVER COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS NOT COVERED 


Analysis of S. 1149 reveals that no provision is made in the bill to implement 
Hoover Commission recommendations Nos. 10, 12, and 16. These recommenda- 
tions are as follows: 

No. 10. “* * * that inspection costs on farm products, when imposed for 
the benefit and protection of the general public, be paid by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Inspection and grading services primarily for the benefit or protection 
of producers or processors should be paid for by the producers or processors.” 

No. 12.“* * * that the Department of Agricuiture be required to report to 
the President and the Congress on all irrigation or reclamation projects about 
their use or timeliness.” 

No. 16. “* * * that on completion of the organization of the Department, 
as contemplated in this report, the Secretary of Agriculture institute immedi- 
ately a comprehensive management survey to determine further savings, and 
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to eliminate facilities, stations, and offices that duplicate facilities and work 
otherwise conducted by the Department or the States.” 

A broad interpretation of section 2 and section 11 (a) of this bill, together 
with existing authority now reposed in the Secretary, may constitute sufficient 
authority for the Secretary to survey and reexamine the departmental structure 
from time to time with a view of accomplishing the objectives contained in recom- 
mendation No, 16. 


OTHER LEGISLATIVE ACTION TO IMPLEMENT THE COMMISSION’S RECOMMENDATIONS 


On March 13, 1950, the President submitted to Congress Reorganization Plan 
No. 4, providing for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture and the 
transfer of all the functions of the Department to the Secretary. 

A resolution of disapproval (S. Res. 263) was introduced in the Senate on 
April 24, 1950, hearings were held by the committee on May 2 and 3, 1950, and 
the resolution reported favorably on May 16, 1950 (S. Rept. 1566). The 
committee report concluded that the plan dealt primarily with matters of sub- 
stantive policy, and to grant the Secretary of Agriculture all of the power con- 
tained in the plan would mean that Congress is abjectly surrendering its legisla- 
tive authority to the Secretary without any indication as to how it will be used 
and without veto powers over any reorganization effected thereunder. The Senate 
supported the committee and rejected the plan by a voice vote on May 18, 1950. 

During the Eighty-first Congress, S. 2055 and H. R. 5179, the Hoover Commis- 
sion bills, were introduced in the Senate and House, respectively. Neither one of 
these bills was reported by the cognizant committees, and the present bill, S. 1149, 
is a revised version of S. 2055 as originally introduced. H.R. 8850 (Cooley) anda 
companion bill, S. 3783. were introduced to provide two additional Assistant 
Secretaries of Agriculture and an Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. H. R. 8850 was reported favorably by the House Committee on Agriculture 
(July 24, 1950) and passed by the House, but no action was taken on it by the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Comments and reports from the agencies affected by this bill are incorporated 
in staff memorandum No. 82-1-32. 

GLENN K. SHRIVER, 
Professional Staff Member. 

Approved: 

WALTER L. REYNOLDS, 
Staff Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, August 24, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN L, MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Erpenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate. 


DeEaR SENATOR McCLELLAN: This is in answer to your letter of August 11 
regarding hearings on S. 1149, providing for the reorganization of the De- 
ate. of Agriculture. I shall be happy to appear on September 11 at 
10 a. m. 

In response to your request for information with respect to State and local 
agricultural committees, we are attaching a statement describing these com- 
mittees, their functions, and compensation. 

In order to give you as complete a statement as possible, we have included 
information with respect to the governing bodies of soil-conservation districts 
and committees which advise and assist in county and State agricultural exten- 
sion, although these groups are not appointed by this Department. 

If there is any further information you wish, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES F.. BRANNON, Secretary. 

Enclosure. 

STATE AND LocAL AGRICULTURAL COMMITTEES ° 


1, PRODUCTION AND MARKETING ADMINISTRATION 


The Production and Marketing Administration has 48 State committees, 
3,031 county committees, and 29,106 community committees engaged in program 





®See also further statement and chart submitted by Secretary of Agriculture, p. 420. 
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formulation and administration. These committees have been established by 
the Secretary in accordance with section 8b of the Soil Conservation and 
Domestic Allotment Act as amended (16 U. 8. C. 590h(b) ). 

There are from three to five members of each State committee and three 
members of each county and community committee. The county and community 
committees are farmer-elected, as provided by law. The State committees are 
appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture. At the present time there are 202 
PMA State committeemen, 9,093 county committeemen, and 86,541 community 
committeemen. 

During the 1951 fiscal year each State committeeman worked an average of 
124 days at an average rate of $28.31 per day; each county committeeman 
worked an average of 51.4 days at an average rate of $8.10 per day; and each 
community committeeman worked an average of 6.8 days at an average rate 
of $7.44 per day. 

There follows a brief description of the functions of PMA State and county 
committees in connection with the various programs assigned to them. 


Agricultural conservation program 

The State PMA committee has responsibility for operation of this program 
throughout the State, including the recommendation of conservation practices 
for inclusion in the national program, the selection of practices from the na- 
tional program for use in the State, the allocation of funds for practice payments 
to the counties, and the certification of all practice payments for disbursement. 

The county committee has complete responsibility for operation of the pro- 
gram throughout the county, including recommendation of conservation prac- 
tices, the selection of conservation practices for the county, the apportion- 
ment to farmers on the basis of conservation needs of the funds allocated for 
practice payments, the issuance of purchase orders for conservation materials 
and services, the preparation of applications for payment for carrying out 
conservation practices, and the checking of compliance with program specifica- 
tions. The conznunity committees assist the county committee in direct farmer 
contacts. 


Sugar program 

The State committee has responsibility for making conditional payments to 
sugar producers in the State, including computing county average yields, main- 
taining liaison with processors, spot checking farms to determine compliance 
with respect to employment of child labor, wage rates and fair practices, and 
certifying applications for conditional payments. 

The county committee has responsibility for this program in the county and 
prepares the applications for conditional payments. 

Acreage-allotment and marketing-quota programs 

The State committee has responsibility for the operation of these programs in 
the State, including the collecting, compiling, reviewing, and recording basic 
farm data; determining, appraising, and adjusting allotments and yields; con- 
sidering appeals; preparing procedures for holding producer referendums and 
tabulating the results; and spot checking the measurement and computation 
of acreages and preparing, processing, and handling marketing-quota penalties, 
violations reports ,and notices. 

The county committee has responsibility for the operation of these programs 
in the county, including all of the operations itemized above. 

Crop-insurance program 

The State committee cooperates with the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 
in achieving the program objectives, assists the county committees to carry out 
their responsibilities, and offers recommendations to the Corporation on pro- 
gram provisions and administrative procedures. 

The county committees act as agents for the Corporation within the county 
and perform actuarial work, organize and conduct sales campaigns, review and 
recommend applications for insurance, secure and process acreage reports, collect 
premiums, and perform other related work. 


CCC price-support programs 


The State committee has responsibility for the operation of certain CCC price- 
support programs in the State, including the examination of loan documents, the 
testing of grain, the review and approval of loan-settlement documents, the prepa- 
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ration and issuance of CCC sight drafts, the disposition of collateral, the making 
of purchases, and the disposition of commodities. 

The county committees have responsibility for the operation of these programs 
in the county, including the preparation of loan documents, the securing of grain 
samples, the inspection of collateral and storage, making purchases, and the 
disposition of commodities. Community committes assist the county committee 
in direct producer contacts. 


CCC grain-storage-structure program 

The State committee directs the operation of this program in the State. Most 
of the work is performed at the county level. 

The county committee is responsible for the operation of this program in the 
county. It involves the erection of grain-storage structures, the leasing and 
preparation of sites for grain-storage structures, the maintenance and operation 
of sites, and the handling and maintenance of grain, including filling bins, 
emptying bins, fumigating grain, turning grain, and cleaning grain. 


Surplus-removal purchases under section 32 

The State committee handles certain surplus-removal purchases under section 
32 in the State, including the establishment of offices and placing of purchase 
representatives, the receipt and tabulation of offers, the issuance of allocations 
and buying directions, and the processing of delivery orders, bills of lading, 
and special-service contracts. The county committees are utilized for some of 
these programs, but in instances where the program is relatively small, it is 
handled entirely by the State committee. 


2. FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 


The Farmers Home Administration Act of 1946 (7 U. S. C. 1001) provides 
that a county committee of three members be established in each agricultural 
county. There are about 3,075 committees, with a total potential membership 
of 9,225. 

A county committee has been established and is functioning in every agricul- 
tural county in the Nation. Each committee is composed of three individuals 
living in the county to be served by that committee. It is required that at 
least two members thereof be farmers who live on farms and derive the prin- 
cipal part of their income from farming. Many committeemen are former bor- 
rowers of the Farmers Home Administration and, therefore, are familiar with the 
problems with which applicants for assistance are faced. Often all three 
members of the committee are farmers, but it is not unusual for one committee- 
man to be a merchant, banker, or other type of businessman, thus bringing to the 
committee the viewpoint of businessmen as well as farmers. 

The county committee is responsible for passing upon the eligibility of appli- 
ecants for all types of loans or other assistance from Farmers Home Administra- 
tion, passing upon farms being considered for purchase, enlargement, develop- 
ment, or improvement by applicants, and for reviewing applications for the settle- 
ment of debts owed to the Farmers Home Administration. In addition, members 
of the committee are responsible for advising with local representatives of the 
farmers Home Administration concerning the over-all activities of the Admin- 
istration. 

County committee members are compensated at the rate of $5 per day for each 
full day’s service plus $2 in lieu of mileage and subsistence. Half-day meetings 
are compensated at the rate of $2.50 plus $2 in lieu of mileage and subsistence. 
This service is limited to not more than 20 days’ work in any calendar month. 
During fiscal year 1951, each member worked an average of approximately 8 
days for the entire fiscal year. The total obligations for this purpose were 


Ao) 


$317,921 for personal services and $169,734 for travel. 


State advisory committees 


A State advisory committee has been established and is functioning in each 
State and in Puerto Rico. Each committee is composed of nine members appoint- 
ed by the Administrator of the Farmers Home Administration from different 
geographical areas of the State. At least four must be engaged actively in 
farming. They are limited to a maximum of 10 days’ service each fiscal year for 
each committee member. Total membership is 441. 

Although members of the State committee have no responsibility for passing 
upon the eligibility of applicants for assistance or performing similar duties, they 
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are responsible for advising with the State director of the Farmers Home Admin- 
istration concerning the.agricultural problems and conditions in their State and 
the over-all activities of the Farmers Home Administration. Their recommen- 
dations, some of which are national in scope, have been invaluable from an 
administrative standpoint, particularly in coordinating the work of the Farmers 
Home Administration with the activities and programs of other agencies operat- 
ing in the field of agriculture. 

The compensation for this service is $13.50 per day plus a mileage allowance 
of 6 cents per mile and $7 per diem in lieu of subsistence. During the fiscal year 
1951, each committee member worked an average of approximately 2 days. Total 
obligations for this purpose during fiscal year 1951 were $11,009 for personal 
services and $13,013 for travel. 


3. FOREST SERVICE 


National forest general advisory councils 


To obtain a collective expression of views and recommendations of national 
forest users of all kinds. 








| | 
Number of Average | | Total 
number of ad 
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Livestock association and grazing permitiee advisory boards 


To give national forest administrators a collective expression of views and 
recommendations of national forest range users. 
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1 The small number of boards under the alien Thye Act is nek to the fact that these boards are now 
in the process of organization. 





Research advisory committees. 


To advise directors of forest and range experiment stations regarding re- 
search program. 
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Wildlife conservation committees. 
To advise Forest Service on wildlife management problems. 
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Members of these boards receive no compensation. 
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4. SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 


Permitee advisory committees, totle III Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act 


Under authority of title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act (7 U.S.C. 
1010-1012), the Department acquired substantial areas of agricultural lands 
that were submarginal or not primarily suitable for cultivation. In adminis- 
tering some of these lands held under authority of title II] of the Bankhead- 
Jones Farm Tenant Act, the Soil Conservation Service has requested the persons 
who use the land under permit to select an advisory committee of permitees to 
advise the Soil Conservation Service Project Conservationist on problems of 
project management which arise. These committees receive no compensation 
and operate generally in an informal manner. They serve a limited special 
function which would not be served if others than permitees were members. 


Family selection committees, water conservation and utilization program 


Under the water conservation and utilization program authorized by the Case- 
Wheeler Act (16 U. 8S. C. 59Qy, z), the Soil Conservation Service develops poten- 
tially productive land for irrigation. As the land is made ready for farming 
it is divided into suitable family sized units and sold. Nineteen such projects 
are authorized in the Western States. On projects under this program where 
an active sales program is in effect, the Soil Conservation Service works with 
family selection committees. The function of the committee is to consider and 
recommend action to be taken on applications for the purchase of farm Units. 
Only two or three committees are now active. 

These committees are ordinarily composed of seven members as follows: The 
Soil Conservation Service Project Supervisor, a Farmers Home Administration 
representative, a county official selected by the board of county commissioners, 
the county extension agent, and three other local representatives to be selected 
by the four members listed above. (Local furmers, bankers, and merchants are 
generally considered.) No compensation is paid for services rendered. Ar- 
rangements have been made for payment of per diem in cases where any signili- 
cant out-of-pocket expenses are incurred, but such instances have been infrequent. 


State soil conservation advisory committees 


Pursuant to a report dated June 5, 1935, of a committee on soil conservation 
designated by him, the Secretary of Agriculture appointed State soil conserva- 
tion advisory comuinittees in all States and in Hawaii. 

The functions of these committees, formed when the program of the Soil Con- 
servation Service was just getting under way, were to assist in formulating 
programs for all soil-conservation work in the State, in coordination of various 
agencies concerned with soil conservation, in locating demonstration and other 
projects, in encouraging the formation by farmers and ranchers of soil-con- 
servation districts, and in otherwise contributing to the unified conservation 
plan of action. With the passage of State soil conservation district laws, the 
working out of cooperative relationships and the discontinuance of demon- 
stration projects, the field of useful activities for the committees greatly de- 
creased and many became inactive. Only about half a dozen are still active, 

The membership of these soil conservation advisory committees consisted of 
the State conservationist of the Soil Conservation Service, the State experi- 
ment station director, and the State extension service director in all cases. In 
a few States other officials were named in addition, such as the State com- 
missioner or secretary of agriculture, the State forester, State director of voca- 
tional agriculture, and, in two or three cases, the State production and maket- 
ing administration chairman. 

The members of these committees have all been officials of State or Federal 
agencies and have received no additional compensation nor expenses for having 
served upon these committees. In several States, some or all members of these 
committees are also members of the State soil conservation committee (board 
or commission) established by the soil conservation districts law of that State. 

Note on soil conservation district governing bodies.—The governing bodies 
of the 2,373 soil conservation districts in existence on July 1, 1951, are provided 
for by laws of the several States and Territories. They are not federally 
appointed. They are either elected or appointed by State authority in accord- 
ance with the law of the particular State. Consisting usually of five farmers or 
other local residents of the district, they direct and supervise the affairs of the 
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soil conservation district under the State law, including cooperation with the 
Soil Conservation Service and other Federal, State, and local agencies. Members 
serve without compensation. Per diem expenses paid from non-Federal funds 
are generally allowed members to cover out-of-pocket expenses when enagaged 
on district business. 

5. COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 


(Note.—The cooperative Federal-State extension program is authorized by the 
Smith-Lever Act of 1914 (7 U. S. C. 341) and other acts. The committees men- 
tioned below are appointed by the local and State extension services. These 
committees are mentioned merely for the purpose of giving as complete a 
picture as possible of State and local agricultural committees having a relation- 
ship to Department programs. ) 

In practically all counties there are two types of extension committees. One 
type deals with the over-all management and conduct of extension work and 
the other with planning and execution of special extension programs. These 
groups are known by various names, such as agricultural councils, county ex- 
tension associations, home demonstration councils, extension advisory com- 
mittees, 4-H Club committees, and various commodity and special problem 
committees. 

In 1950, there were 2,119 counties that reported a type of extension com- 
mittee of council which cooperated with the agricultural college and local ap- 
propriating body in the over-all management and conduct of extension work. 
The major responsibilities of such committees are (1) program emphasis; 
(2) suggestions regarding general policies for carrying out the extension pro- 
gram; (3) developing extension budgets with the extension director or his rep- 
resentative, recommending to county appropriating boards local funds for the 
extension budget, and counseling with the extension director or his representa- 
tive in the employment of county extension agents. 

The adapting of extension programs to meet local conditions has been an 
important part of the philosophy for carrying on cooperative extension work. 
This has been accomplished very largely through special county extension pro- 
gram planning committees and subcommittees, including commodity and special 
interest committees. These committees meet with the county extension agent 
and work out the major activities and demonstrations which are to be carried 
on in the counties during the year, and local leaders and subcommittees assume 
responsibility for carrying out the program. During 1950 the following kinds 
of special program planning committees were reported by the county extension 
agents. 








Number of | ———— _— J 
Type of program planning committee counties j  Dership per | Total members 

reporting | county report- | 

ing 
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Agriculture ee bus = 2, 714 | 56 152, 282 
Home demonstration 2, 647 63 168, 510 
BPD GE Ei pica ch wake cereus Oobadewhbakll 2, 678 46 122, 832 
Young men and women 1,171 15 17, 384 





The members of these committees and councils are composed of volunteers 
who are designated by their neighbors. Members serve without pay. In most 
States there are advisory committees of farm people which work with the State 
extension directors. 

The CuHarrman. Our hearings are now scheduled through Septem- 
ber 11. If it is necessary to hold further hearings in order to give 
everyone who desires to be heard an opportunity, the committee will 
do so. 

We propose to make this a thorough study of the proposed reor- 
ganization of the Department of Agriculture, and the committee will 
take no aflirmative action until it has completed these hearings and 
fully considered all suggestions for changes and new provisions in the 
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bill, together with the objections to those provisions it now contains. 
We are very happy this morning to have with us the author of the 
bill, Senator Aiken, former chairman of this committee. 
We shall be glad, "Senator, to have you present your views regarding 
it. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE D. AIKEN, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT 


Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, in appearing before this committee 
on behalf of S. 1149, I will say at the outset that there is nothing 
sacrosanct about this particular bill. 

It was prepared by the Citizens Committee for the Hoover report, 
and I introduced it on behalf of several colleagues and myself in order 
to get the recommendations of the Hoover Commission as they relate 
to the Department of Agriculture before the Congress and this com- 
mittee for action. 

The Staff of this committee have been over this bill and have made 
a good many changes, which I consider have greatly improved the text 
of the bill. 

The CuHatrman. Do you consider the revised version that the com- 
mittee is to hold hearings on as better than the original draft, Senator? 

Senator ArkeN. I think that is correct. 

The Hoover Commission’s studies of the Department of Agricul- 
ture revealed the fact that, as in the case of most other executive 
agencies of Government, there was a field for improvement in the 
operations of the Department of Agriculture. 

It is inevitable in any department showing such tremendous growth 
and expansion of activities that duplications and inefficiencies should 
creep into its operations. Constant surveilance and frequent ex- 
amination of its activities are necessary in order to insure maximum 
elliciency and economical operation. 

I do not intend to advise this committee on every detailed recom- 
mendation of the Commission or on each provision of the bill now 
before you. Witnesses who will follow me will doubtless go into 
greater detail. 

First of all, I want to say that any legislation affecting the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture should be intended to strengthen the ability of 
the Department to carry out policies which have been formulated 
by the Congress. 

uring recent years, there has been a strong tendency on the part of 
the Congress to delegate to the executive branch of Government the 
responsibility for fort mulating policies and an even stronger tendency 
on the part of the executive “branch to reach out for it. 

Let us bear this in mind and make sure that the legislation which we 
enact simply strengthens the ability of the Department to administer 
and does not cede further the present authority or responsibility of the 
Congress to formulate such policies. 

However, if we are to hold the Sec retary responsible for the proper 
management of his Department and administration of congressional 
problems, he must have the authority and the means for doing a good 
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S. 1149 would provide the Secretary with an additional Assistant 
Secretary. It would also provide for an Administrative Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture—a career man who would see to it that the 
work of the Department continues uninterrupted whenever a change 
of administration takes place. I believe that the addition of these 
two officials to the Department would be of considerable help to the 
Secretary in administering his work and also insure the Department 
against a radical upset in the event of a change in administration. 

The Secretary of Agriculture should also have full authority over 
subordinate agencies of the Department and their officials if he is to 
be held responsible for the work which they do. 

Certain specific matters relating to the organization of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, to which this committee and the Congress should 
give serious consideration, concern the tendency toward overlapping 
functions of departmental agencies. I refer specifically to the opera- 
tions of the Production and Marketing Administration, Soil Con- 
servation Service, and the Extension Service. 

Not only is there a tendency toward overlapping operations among 
these agencies but in some States this tendency has invited consider- 
able rivalry among them which has not been for the good of American 
agriculture as a whole. 

The effort of the Secretary being made this year to bring these 
agencies into closer physical proximity with one another and under 
one roof where possible in each State should be helpful in securing 
greater coordination of effort among them. However, I believe that 
only an act of Congress can re. delineate the field of opera- 
tions for each of them to engage in. Then, if such act were strictly 
applied by the Secretary, considerable duplication could be done 
away with. 

Title I of the Agricultural Act of 1948, which passed the Senate 
by a vote of 78 to 3, would have constituted a long step in this direction. 
Unfortunately, we were unable to convince the House of the wisdom 
of this step at that time. 

The management of publicly owned lands is another matter which 
sooner or later the Congress must face. 

At present, the management of publicly owned lands is divided 
between the Department of the Interior and the Department of Agri- 
culture, the latter acting through the United States Forest Service. 
These lands, comprising some 400 million acres, constitute one of the 
Nation’s most vital resources. These lands contain a third of the 
Nation’s supply of standing timber and also some 250 million acres 
suitable for grazing in greater or lesser degree. 

This land resource is of great importance both for the production of 
livestock and timber. Much of it has been badly neglected and has 
depreciated in value. That part of it under the management of the 
Forest Service has maintained and even increased its value. This is 
because the Forest Service has had the means, including trained per- 
sonnel, to properly manage this land. 

The lands under the management of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment have not been adequately maintained according to reports we 
receive. This is not wholly the fault of the agency, because Congress 
does not appropriate the funds necessary to adequately manage the 
land, and the Bureau has had to depend upon income from fees re- 
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ceived from grazing privileges. The fees which have been charged for 
grazing by the Bureau of Land Management have been only about 
one-third the amount charged by the Forest Service for similar 
privileges. 

In 1949, and I think in 1950, the charge for an animal per month 
by the Bureau of Land Management was 12 or 14 cents per animal, 
and 42 cents under the Forest Service. Therefore, there is little or 
nothing available for range protection or improvement by the Bureau 
of Land Management. 

Under such conditions, it has been impossible for the Department 
of the Interior to improve the grazing lands or even to maintain them. 

I believe that the experience of the United States Forest Service 
and its demonstrated ability to improve the land which has been under 
its jurisdiction warrants the transfer of public lands not now under 
its Jurisdiction to the Department of Agriculture. 

I realize, too, that there will be decided objection to such transfer 
on the part of stockmen and others who consider their dealings with 
the Bureau of Land Management highly satisfactory. 

Section 7 of the bill provides for the transfer of the lands under 
the Department of the Interior to the Department of Agriculture. 

This section also provides for transfer of the functions of admin- 
istering agricultural vocational training under the Smith-Hughes Act. 
as amended, to the Department of Agriculture. 

This transfer was not recommended by the Hoover Commission 
in its agricultural report. Reference to this matter will be found in 
the report on Social Security, Education, and Indian Affairs. I am 
not going into that in detail at this time, because it obviously was not 
part of the recommendations as related to the Department of Agricul- 
ture. 

I am advised, however, that there is considerable duplication in 
the same field by the Office of Education and the Extension Service. 
That is in the field of adult education. It cannot be considered too 
serious as yet, but should be carefully watched lest duplication takes 
place on a larger scale. 

Pages 11 to 16 of the bill relate to the establishment of State and 
county agricultural councils. 

These committees are concerned with the agricultural-conservation 
programs of the Production and Marketing Administration. 

Considerable criticism has been expressed during the past few years 
because of the belief that in some States, at least, this organization 
has been used for political purposes. 

I give the PMA programs much credit for the improvement in 
agricultural conditions and production which has taken place in the 
last 10 years. 

I deplore as much as anyone the tendency to use this program for 
political purposes. If it cannot be stopped, it is entirely probable 
that the whole program may be done away with. This would be 
unfortunate. 

I suggest that this committee give serious consideration to requir- 
ing the PMA programs to be put on a grant-in-aid basis to be carried 
on by the States in cooperation with the USDA, as was the original 
intent of the Congress. 
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That only a little over half the States are now prepared to run 
such a program is due to the fact that the others do not believe the 
Federal Government ever intends to give up the program anyway. 
But, if they thought that there was a real opportunity to take over 
this program, I believe that the other States who have not now enacted 
enabling legislation would do so without much delay. 

But, ‘at any rate, the agricultural-conservation programs should 
have grass-roots control, and their policies should be formulated at 
the grass-roots basis as far as possible. 

I do not want to go into details of the bill in that respect. I think 
the committee has done a pretty good job of revision there and has 
made provision for greater grass-roots formulation of policies. 

While most of the provisions of this bill should probably have 
been considered by the Agriculture Committee, yet the fact that 
there are provisions relating to transfer of functions between depart- 
ments in it properly prompted its reference to the Expenditures Com- 
mittee. 

I have much confidence in this committee. That is why I am not 
going into more detail in my testimony, because I realize there are a 
lot of things that have to be worked out by the staff of a committee 
and by the committee itself. 

My final suggestion to the committee is this: The bill now before 
you contains at least three items which are sure to incite controversy 
and probably prolonged debate. There may be a tendency in the in- 
terest of getting some legislation through at this session to simply 
report a bill containing only the less controversial provisions. I hope 
this will not be done. The controversial matters I have pointed out 
are important enough to warrant earnest and, if necessary, lengthy 
consideration of the C ongress. 

Rather than enact skeleton and noncontroversial legislation alone, 
which might have the effect of delaying action on the more important 
matters for many years, I would prefer to see a postponement of con- 
sideration of this bill until such time as it can be given the attention 
which it must have. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. Senator Aiken, I understand you do favor the 
transfer of the Land Management Bureau to the Department of Ag- 
riculture ¢ 

Senator Arken. Yes; I do, although I can see why there are those 
who do not. I think particularly in the case of the Oregon and Cali- 
fornia revested land, where one section is managed by one agency and 
every alternate section by another, the situation is almost ridiculous, 
and that something certainly should be done about that management. 

I think the Forest Service las demonstrated over the last 45 years 
its management of land, its ability to get along with the people where 
the land is located, and with the State officials, and to improve it, 
making it more valuable, at the same time. 

The Cuarrman. I did not quite understand your position with ref- 
erence to the transfer of vocational education. 

Senator Arken. Provision in this bill calls for the transfer of the 
vocational agricultural training in the high schools from the Office of 
Education to the Department of Agriculture. 
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Of course, those are State programs anyway. It is simply a case 
of which Federal agency the State would deal with. 

The Cuatrman. I think the educational authorities seriously ob- 
ject to that. 

Senator ArkeN. I realize that you probably have received several 
hundred communications protesting this transfer. 

The CuarrMan. We have received some, at least. 

Senator Arken. I realize also that your receipt of these communi- 
cations has been the result of organized effort. I think a good many 
have been solicited. 

I have no strong feelings either way, as to whether it stays in the 
Office of Education, or the Agriculture Department. 

The Cuairman. In other words, you are not thoroughly convinced 
about that. 

Senator Arken. I am not. 

The Carman. You think the committee should try to study it? 

Senator Arken. The Hoover Commission took very brief notice 
of the situation in its report on the Office of Education. 

The CHairman. I see this bill provides, as I think the Hoover 
Commission recommended, for an Under Secretary and an additional 
Assistant Secretary, an Administrative Assistant Secretary. I be- 
lieve the Hoover Commission recommended two Under Secretaries, 
or two Assistant Secretaries. What is your view about that? 

Senator Arken. I think the Secretary of Agriculture asked for 
two Assistant Secretaries. The Commission recommended one addi- 
tional Assistant Secretary. 

The Cuarrman. I think it is the Secretary who asked for two. 

Senator Arken. Yes, the Secretary asked for two. I think he 
would be happy to get one, however. 

The CHarrMan. You think he would compromise ? 

Senator Arken. At least, he was not successful last session in 
getting any. , 

The Cu. AIRMAN. Another important section of the bill is to set up 
staff services and place finance, personnel, management, research, 
general counsel, supply, publications, and library under that depart- 
ment or division of the Department. 

Do you have any comments to make about. that provision ? 

Senator Arken. No. I have felt that Dean Rusk and Mr. Blake 
of the task force, being here, would probably go into those matters 
more in detail, and that is why I have been very general in my own 
testimony. 

IT want it understood, however, that the Commission itself did not 
agree 100 percent with the task force recommendation. I think the 
particular case where we did not agree with the task force was the 
proposal of the task force to put the Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration under the Farm Credit Agency. The Hoover Commission 
itself recommended letting the REA alone. I think our only recom- 
mendation was for changing its title to comply with the recommenda- 
tion for standard nomenclature. 

The Cuarrman. This bill also proposes to combine all the research 
services in the Department of Agriculture and put them into a Research 
Service. 
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Senator ArkeN. That should be done. There is a tendency on the 
part of each important agency of the Department of Agriculture to 
set up its own research work and then expand it as far asitcan. Now, 
certain types of research can be carried on by each agency. For 
example, the Commodity Credit Corporation could experiment with 
different types of grain bins, and things like that. But there has 
been too much of a tendency to expand research into what would prob- 
ably be the other fellow’s field. 

The CHarrMan. In other words, you think there is a lot of dupli- 
cation ? , 

Senator Arken. There is some duplication now, and there will be 
more if it is not checked. 

‘The CHamMaNn. I was interested in your discussion of the State 
committees and county committees. Do you favor those committees 
having functions only in an advisory capacity ¢ 

Senator ArkeN. That is correct. I did go along with the proposal 
to have the local committees advisory only, and have full-fledyed 
Government employees handle the operations. Frankly, one reason 
for that is to lessen the tendency to make a political machine of the 
PMA. When the local committee members handle the operations of 
the program themselves and are paid so much by the Government for 
doing it, several local committeemen certainly have greater political 
influence with their neighbors than one person who is recognized as 
a Government employee would have. 

The Carman. You would give them no administrative authority 
or policy-making powers? 

Senator ArKkeN. Well, I think their advice should certainly be taken 
into consideration. And theoretically now your State council formu- 
lates your policies for the State, sets up their programs. But the 
Secretary, 1n the final analysis, has the veto power. He would con- 
tinue to have that. 

The CHarrman. You would recommend that that be continued, to 
retain, in other words, a final decision, a final authority, power, and 
responsibility, in the Secretary of Agriculture? 

Senator Arxen. I think the Secretary would have to head up the 

rogram. There has been the sugegstion, however, that both the 
Semana and the State council be given veto power over appoint- 
ments, major appointments, and programs. I think that suggestion 
has some merit, although I am not recommending it. 

I also tossed in for your consideration this morning the proposal 
that the program be put on a grant-in-aid basis. Now, that was the 
original intent of the Congress when it set up this program. I am 
not sure, but I think 27 States enacted enabling legislation, so as to 
take it over. The time limit has been extended periodically to permit 
the States to come into the picture, but I think those States that have 
not enacted enabling legislation have become convinced that they are 
never going to get the program anyway, and that is why they do not 
seriously consider the legislation necessary. 

The Cuatrman. You spoke of the tendency to build up or to use 
this organization of the county committees, and so forth, for political 
advantages. 

Senator Arken. I think that is common knowledge, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. From what source does that effort stem ? 
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Senator Aiken. From the desire of certain public officials to main- 
tain themselves in power. The Department of Justice right now, I 
think, is prosecuting a case against certain PMA officials in the State 
of Iowa, who indulged in extra curricular political activities. I am 
not familiar with the details. I know there is a case there. 

The Cuairman. Whom should we hold accountable for any trend 
in that direction, to make it a political organization, based on our 
observation to date $ 

Senator Arxen. I think there are a good many people who are in 
favor of using an agency of this kind for political purposes. I would 
not say that it is just one. But it naturally is the administration in 
power. We might just as well be frank about it. It is the administra- 
tion in power that hopes to continue in power indefinitely. 

The Cuatrman. Then what can the Congress do to try to prevent 
the use of it for that purpose? What legislation can we enact? 

Senator ArKen. I have a feeling that if this effort to use the PMA 
for political purposes continues on a widespread scale, the Congress 
will do away with the program, refuse to appropriate for it. I think 
that would be very unfortunate, because the program has done a 
lot of good and can do a lot more good. 

Another alternative is to put the program on a grant-in-aid basis. 
If a State does not pass enabling legislation, it could not participate. 
Then we might run the risk of having 48 different political philoso- 
phies, but I think that would be preferable, and better for the contin- 
uance of a democratic government, than to have a great political 
power concentrated in the hands of one man or one group of men. 

The Cuatrman. Do you know what these State committees and 
county committees are paid now for their services? 

Senator Argen. I believe that varies somewhat according to the 
States. I checked a year or so ago. I think $8 a day and expenses 

yas the average at that time . I checked at the time that some 4,500 
local committeemen were invited into St. Paul to hear the Secretary 
make a speech and were promised per diem pay and expenses for 
coming to that meeting. 

The Cuarrman. Let me ask you: Do you favor continuing that 
policy by either legislation or by negative action, just doing nothing 
about it ¢ 

Senator AIKEN. I want to see the program continued. Of course, 
we could correct the situation at least temporarily by changing the 
administration. Maybe this is not the place to say that. 

The Cuatrman. Of course, that might raise some doubt. 

Senator Arken. That solution would not be universally agreed to. 

The CuairmMan, The administration might correct it. Of course, 
it would depend upon the purpose of those who were selected to ad- 
minister the program. 

But here is what has occurred to me. This is a program set up 
for the benefit of the farmers themselves. I cannot quite see why the 
taxpayers should pay the expense and cost of the farmers who serve 
simply in an advisory capacity. And that is about all they do. I 
may change my mind about it, but my present thinking is that if this 
program is of such great benefit to agriculture and to the farmers 
as a whole, they should be willing to serve on it without pay. 
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Of course, any actual expense incurred might be different. But 
I frankly do not think we should pay the farmers to come in and 
hear somebody make a speech. 

Senator Arken. I think in most communities what you say is en- 
tirely true, that the farmers would be willing to contribute their 
services in an advisory capacity. 

The CuarrMan. I think they would. And if that is all the author- 
ity we are going to give them, to advise and counsel, and leave all 
of the veto power and final decision and final responsibility in the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, I do not feel that the taxpayers should have 
to bear that expense. I feel that the farmers themselves have enough 
interest in it, and they will have, and I believe will be perfectly will- 
ing to serve to help administer the program by advising and coun- 
seling. 

It is a program that is for their benefit. I think that would have 
a lot to do with taking politics out of it. 

Senator Arken. I think that is entirely correct. I think there 
would be little tendency to change political beliefs among committee- 
men if your suggestion were carried out. It has merit. I do not 
want to go into detail. 

The CuarrMan. I am only thinking out loud for the moment, but I 
do think it deserves the committee’s consideration when we study 
this bill. I wanted to suggest the idea to you and get your views, 
and I am very glad to have this expression from you. 

Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator Dworsnak. Just one question. 

Senator Aiken, you mentioned a few moments ago that you thought 
there may have been some organized pressure designed to retain the 
agricultural vocational training program in its current status. Do 
you think there are any legitimate or logical reasons for transferring 
this program to the Department of Agriculture? 

Senator Arken. The very short statement on the part of the Com- 
mission was to the effect that these programs, educational programs, 
could best come under the Department with which they were most 
vitally concerned. 

I do not think there is any great compelling reason, Senator 
Dworshak. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Would there be an real benefits accruing? Can 
you see any ? 

Senator Arken. Well, I think it is administratively possible to keep 
the Extension Service and the vocational training program from over- 
lapping and conflicting. I do not think legislation is at all neces- 
sary. I think it can be done administratively all right. 

Senator Dworsnak. Is it not generally recognized that agricultural 
vocational training has been quite successful ? 

Senator Arken. Yes, and so has the Extension Service. They 
have both done good work. 

Senator Dworsnax. I do not see any particular good coming from 
that transfer. If it is functioning well now and efficiently, why 
change the status of it? 

Senator ArkeN. As I pointed out, it is a situation we should keep 
watch on, to see that they do not get overlapping too much. It is 
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not one of the compelling recommendations of the Commission, how- 
ever. 

Senator Dworsuax. In fact, the Hoover Commission did not rec- 
ommend that transfer, did it? 

Senator A1rken. Well, maybe I had better read that. Recommenda- 
tion No. 7 in the Hoover’ Commission report on Social Security, 
Education, and Indian Affairs reads: 

This Commission believes, however, that these educational programs must be 
administered by the agencies whose functions the particular programs serve to 
promote. 

There are only two or three pages devoted to that, generally. I 
think Arthur Flemming was on that subcommittee, and maybe he 
can tell you more about the details of that and how it came about. 

The Crairman. Thank you very much, Senator Aiken. 

In the course of the hearings, if you think of any other suggestions 
or comments on this bill, the committee will appreciate having them, 
because you were a member of the Commission, you are vitally inter- 
ested in agriculture, and we certainly value your views. 

I want you to feel free to submit a statement on any issue that may 
develop. 

Senator Arken. Well, I am interested in this particular hearing 
which you are holding, and intend to follow it through. So I will 
be around most of the time. 

The Cnarrman. All right. Come back and visit us. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Arken. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Come forward, Dr. Flemming. 

Do you have a prepared statement? 


STATEMENT OF DR. ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, FORMER MEMBER, 
HOOVER COMMISSION 


Dr. Fiemmine. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
have a communication here from Mr. Hoover, the Chairman of the 
Commission, which he has asked me to present to the members of the 
committee. It is a brief one, and I shall be very happy to read it 
at this time. 

The Cuarrman. The committee certainly welcomes you this morn- 
ing. We are happy to have you. 

You are able, I know, from your experience in Government gen- 
erally, and especially from your service on the Hoover Commission, 
to be very helpful to us. 

Dr. Fremmine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. We are glad to welcome you, and we will welcome 
the statement from the Chairman of the Commission. 

Dr. Ftemminc. Thank you very much. 

The statement from Mr. Hoover reads as follows: 

Would you be kind enough to pay my respects to Senator McClellan and the 
Senate Committee on Expenditures and to place on the record the following 
short statement: 

S. 1149, introduced by Senators Aiken, Benton, Dirksen, Douglas, Duff, Fer- 


guson, Ives, Lodge, McCarthy, O’Conor, Saltonstall, Smith of New Jersey, and 
Taft, would effectively carry out the recommendations of the Commission on 
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Organization for improvement of the Department of Agriculture. The Com- 
mission found much evidence of overlapping and duplication in that Department. 
It found that major agricultural functions which belong in the Department were 
located in other departments and agencies of the Federal Government. It found 
a proliferation of farmer committees at the State and local level. It found 
that services provided for the farmers were frequently ineffective because of 
weaknesses in the structure of the Department. The validity of these conclu- 
sions, as they affect the farmer, has subsequently been borne out by actions 
of organizations representing millions of farmers, through the passage of spe- 
cific resolutions for reorganization in accordance with our recommendations 
and for the transfer of publicly owned lands and certain other activities to 
the Department. There has also been a general approval of these recommenda- 
tions on the part of the nonfarm public. 

The Congress is here presented with a great opportunity to improve services 
to the farmer and to effect large economies in the Department itself. Unless 
the Department is reorganized by the present Congress, the Nation may have 
missed its last chance to do so, 

This is the end of the statement as submitted by Mr. Hoover, the 
Chairman of the Commission. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have listened with 
real interest to the testimony that was presented by Senator Aiken, 
who, of course, was also a member of the Hoover Commission. And, 
as the Chairman will recall, by reason of his service on the Hoover 
Commission, I think it is fair to say that those of us who were not 
technicians in this particular area certainly looked to Senator Aiken 
for leadership in this field. 

I feel that he has presented a very fine analysis of this bill and its 
relationship to the recommendations of the Commission. 

Obviously, I am not a technician in this particular area, and I have 
had very little practical contact with the operations of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in the field. I did have, however, the opportunity 
of observing the operations of the Department of Agriculture in con- 
nection with my service in the executive branch of the Government, 
and I felt about the Department of Agriculture just as I felt about 
the other major departments and agencies of the Government; namely, 
that the time had come to work out some basic reorganizations 1n 
accordance with what appeared to me and to the other members of 
the Hoover Commission as sound principles of management. 

I have often summarized those principles in this way: that it seemed 
to me that in all of the recommendations that we made relative to the 
major departments and agencies of the Government, we said that in 
our judgment it was important to fix responsibility "for those activi- 
ties in a clean-cut manner. And then, having fixed the responsibility, 
that it was important to leave the person who had been given the 

responsibility in a position where he could delegate authority to act, 

in accordance with standards set by the P resident, as the Chief Ex- 
ecutive, and in accordance with standards set by the Congress in 
connection with legislation which the Congress might pass atlecting 
the various activities of the executive branch. 

And then finally it seems to me all the way through we indicate 
that, responsibility having been fixed and authority to act having 
been delegated, it was important, of course, to establish controls, in 
order to make sure that those who were given authority to act acted 
in conformity with standards set by the President and by the Con- 
gress of the United States. 
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Now, as I read the bill, the revised bill, which is under considera- 
tion by this committee, it seems to me that the bill does move in the 
direction of achieving the major objectives that the Hoover Com- 
mission had in mind, not only in connection with our recommenda- 
tions relative to the Department of Agriculture but also in connection 
with our recommendations relative to other departments and agencies. 

Specifically, it seems to me that the proposal in the bill for a rea- 
linement of the organizational units reporting to the Secretary will 
be reduced from approximately 20 to 8, makes good sense. Because 
I do not believe that any Administrator of a large department can 
effectively handle a situation where he has 20 persons reporting di- 
rectly to him. 

Also, it seems to me that the proposal for establishing one agricul- 
tural council in each State and one council in each county, to repli: ice 
the rather large number of committees that exist at the present time, 
likewise makes good sense. 

I agree with the recommendation of the Hoover Commission and 
with the comments of Senator Aiken to the effect that these com- 
mittees should be advisory in nature. I feel that in the Federal 
Government there is great opportunity for utilizing advisory com- 
mittees, but I think that they should always be advisory, that they 
should make recommendations, and that then the full-time officials 
of the Government should be left in a position where they decide 
whether or not to follow those recommendations. 

It seems to me that that is the only way in which you can fix re- 
sponsibility effectively for what goes on in the executive branch of 
the Government. 

The Cuatrman. At that point, Doctor, if you do not mind being 
interrupted, you would oppose the dual control or authority and 
responsibility, as advocated s some; that each has a right to veto the 
other ? 

Dr. Ftemminea. That is correct. My feeling is that the wise thing is 
to fix the responsibility at one point, and then if things go along all 
right, the proper person can be commended for what happens. But if 
things go wrong, the Congress and the people are in a position where 
they “know where to fix responsibility for what has happened. 

The Cuarrman. At that point, would you care to comment on an 
idea expressed awhile ago that maybe it would be better and you 
would probably get better counsel and advice and service out of these 
State and county committees if they served in the capacity that you 
suggest without pay? Or do you think it is advisable to pay them? 

Dr. Fremurnc. Mr. Chairman, it is a rather general policy on the 
part of the executive branch of the Government, when it calls someone 
in to consult or to give advice, to provide for a per diem allowance, 
or at least to provide for reimbursement for expenses actually in- 
curred. 

Now, it would seem to me that certainly the latter policy ought to 
be followed in this particular instance. If these persons are going to 
be called in for advice, in order to make recommendations ‘to duly 
constituted officers of the Government, I do not think that they should 
be asked to do it at their own expense. The fact of the matter is that 
it is conceivable that they may look at problems more from the point 
of view of the general welfare, if, on that particular day or at that 
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particular time, they realize that the Government of the United States 
has sent for them for advice and that the Government is willing to 
compensate them for expenses actually incurred. 

Now, oftentimes the simplest way of doing that, rather than going 
through all of the bookkeeping that is involved in putting in actual 
expense accounts, and so on, is to make a per diem allowance, on the 
assumption that that per diem allowance is adequate to cover what- 
ever expenses may be incurred. But certainly I do not feel that it is 
necessary for the Government to put itself in a position where persons 
profit by engaging in such service on behalf of the Government. 

The Camman. There have been some charges or at least strong 
implications that this matter of having these committees and having 
them meet, and so forth, and paying them for their services, has been 
abused in the past by having them come in from all over the country 
to hear somebody speak, and then paying them for their trip. So, as 
we study this, if there have been any such abuses or any tendency 
toward such abuses, if there is any way that we can legislate to prevent 
such abuses, I think it is the duty of the committee to do it. As we go 
along, I want to get the different views about it, so that we can con- 
sider it. 

Dr. Ftemmine. Mr. Chairman, on that point, of course, the Con- 
gress has enacted a law known as the Hatch Act, which is designed 
to prevent political activity on the part of certain designated public 
servants. And, generally speaking, the philosophy has been that 
when persons are called in for consultation, when they are called in 
as consultants, and while they are rendering that particular service, 
they are subject to the provisions of the H: atch Act. I do not recol- 
lect what the rulings have been relative to members of these specific 
committees. But it would seem to me that it is conceivable that the 
Congress should take another look at the Hatch Act with this specific 
problem in mind, to see whether or not it is possible to strengthen 
that act in such a manner as to prevent any abuse in connection with 
the use of advisory committees. 

The CHatrman. Well, it is a very doubtful procedure, I think, 
when you call the State committee and all members of county com- 
mittees in a State on some occasion to hear the Secretary of Agri- 
culture speak, for instance, or someone representing the Dep artment 
of Agriculture, you pay them for their attendance, hesemseniien, and 
then the discussion revolves around a highly controversial issue, some 
program sponsored by the administration that is very much opposed, 
maybe, by some an political factions. Then the question arises: Is 
that politics? I do not know how you are going to determine that. 

Senator Arken. I think there have been cases, Mr. Chairman. I 
recall one case about 2 or 3 years ago where certain comparisons be- 
tween the so-called Brannan plan and other agricultural plans were 
put on mimeographed sheets and mailed to some ninety-six-thousand- 
odd people in the United States, largely committee members. And 
some of the statements in that mimeographed sheet certainly _— 
very misleading, if not actually untrue, impressions. And that ws 
purely a political document, which was sent to all these suupnilates- 
men, and even though they had no intention of playing politics them- 
selves, nevertheless, they were given misleading information, which 
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they undoubtedly spread in their communities. I do not blame the 
committeemen in a case like that. 

The Cuairman. No; here is the point that I am making. Certainly 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretaries within the Department, 
any member of the administration on a high level, a policy-making 
level, should have absolute freedom to go out before the people and 
espouse that program and talk about its virtues and its advantages 
and the benefits that flow from it, and everything else. But the only 
question I raise is when they pay the audience out of taxpayers’ money 
to come and hear them speak. I raise that question. I think it is 
serious. I do not approve of it. I think they should be perfectly 
free to talk to these folks and espouse any program that they think 
is for the benefit of agriculture, sponsored by the administration or 
otherwise; but the question arises about paying committeemen to 
come in and attend such a meeting when the meeting is for no other 
purpose than that. 

Dr. Ftemminc. Mr. Chairman, I will say very frankly that I think 
that does raise a real question. And it seems to me it is an issue which 
must be looked at in connection with the utilization of advisory com- 
mittees of this kind. 

The Cuatrman. I think that has a tendency to do the very thing 
which those of us who are sincerely interested in agriculture do not 
want to happen. We do not want it made a political machine, a polit- 
ical instrumentality. We want it to be a service, an agency, an insti- 
tution, for the benefit of the great basic indus try of our people. 

Dr. FiemmMine. It seems to me that, as I have said before, the Fed- 
eral Government can profit greatly by utilization of advisory commit- 
tees. And I think that we ought to explore that whole issue very care- 
fully and do everything we can to prevent abuse. But, if there is abuse 
at one point or another, I think that we should try to take action that 
will prevent such abuses in the future. And I do not think it should 
change our point of view relative to the use of advisory committees. 

The Cuamman. I think the advisory committees are absolutely 
necessary. I think they may contribute a great deal. We certainly do 
not want to abolish them. 

Dr. Ftemmine. That is right. And, if I may shift to another field, 
just to point that up: At the present time, as you know, I am serving 
on Mr. Charles E. Wilson’s staff in charge of the manpower activities 
in connection with defense mobilization. In the Office of Defense 
Mobilization we have a national labor-management committee, which 
is advising us on manpower problems, and likewise under the Depart- 
ment of Labor there are now, as there were during World War II, 13 
regional labor-management committees. And under those regional 
committees there will be area labor-management committees. 

Those committees, in World War IT, in my judgment, played a more 
important part than any other single group in making it possible for 
us to handle the manpower problems connected with World War II. 
I think that will happen again. Well, it is the same principle, using 
advisory committees so that the Government can keep in touch with 
the realities of some of these problems. 

There is one other point, in connection with the comments that Sena- 
tor Aiken made, that I certainly want to underline. I sat, as you 
and Senator Aiken did, Mr. Chairman, and listened to all of the argu- 
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ments as to what should be done in the field of land management. 
It was necessary for me to sit and listen to those arguments as a lay- 
man and then make up my mind as to which way I was going to vote. 
I did vote in favor of the transfer of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment from the Department of the Interior to the Department of Agri- 
culture because, like Senator Aiken, I have been impressed with the 
very fine management job that has been done by the Forest Service 
down through the years, and because I believed that the overlapping 
and duplication which has existed should be eliminated. I appreciate 
that there are various ways of eliminating that overlapping and dupli- 
cation. But I felt that the recommendation which we finally incorpo- 
rated in the report relative to the Department of Agriculture was a 
good, sound recommendation, and that if it were carried out it would 
give us better management in that area in the long run. 

Also, I would like to express my own personal interest in the 
recommendation for the creation of a post of Assistant Secretary for 
Administration. That was a recommendation that we made relative 
to all of the major departments of the Government. I think it is a 
good recommendation, and I think that if the right type of career 
people are put in those positions, it will pay dividends in terms of 
better management of the Departments of Government. 

Those are the only specific comments, Mr. Chairman, that I desire 
to make. 

The Cuamman. You did comment on the transfer of vocational 
educational functions ? 

Dr. Fiemmrine. As Senator Aiken has indicated, I don’t recall any 
specific discussion on that point at all in the Hoover Commission. 

The CHatrman. The only reason I want to bring it up is that I 
know it is going to be controversial. 

Dr. Fiemmine. That is right. I can certainly see where there 
could be some overlapping and duplication as between the Office of 
Education and the Department of Agriculture, particularly the Ex- 
tension Service. But as was indicated, I think by Senator Dworshak, 
there are various ways of getting at that overlapping and duplication. 

In the first place, it seems to me that the Bureau of the Budget, in 
preparing the President’s budget, can take a look at it, and if they 
tind that there is overlapping and duplication they can make recom- 
mendations for financing both services which would tend to eliminate 
that overlapping and duplication. 

If, on the other hand, the Congress feels that the Budget Bureau 
has not done a good job along that line, they can check on it through 
the Appropriation Committees. 

I appreciate that there are some difficulties there because these two 
appropriations are handled by different subcommittees of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, certainly in the House and probably in the 
Senate. 

But if that overlapping and duplication exists, it seems to me that 
you could get at it in that particular way without necessarily working 
out a transfer of this kind. We recommended, as a general proposi- 
tion, that, responsibility should be fixed at one point for various func- 
tions. Well, you can argue that vocational training is a function and 
that the over-all responsibility ought to rest at one particular point, 
rather than splitting it up. 1 recognize the existence of that one sen- 
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. 
tence in the report dealing with the Office of Education, which could 
be used as the basis for arguing for this proposal. 

I think the important thing here is for the Congress to make sure 
that there is no overlapping and duplication, because certainly that 
does not make sense. 

The CHatrmMan. Well, since that provision is in the bill, we have 
got to make a study of it, and we welcome the views of the witnesses 
who testify. 

As I understand your testimony, you generally favor the reorgan- 
ization structure for the Department as proposed in the bill? 

Dr. Fiemoine. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. Recommendation 9 covers the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Administration, the change to the Rural Electrification Service, 
but it does not place that under any other department. It leaves it 
independent in the Department. 

Dr. Ftemmine. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. And the ‘general structure as outlined here in the 
bill you favor as a reorganization of the Department ? 

Dr. Fiemmine. That is right. I feel that the principles which have 
been applied in working out the organizational structure are sound 
principles. I certainly would not be dogmatic in saying that every 
activity has been placed properly under each one of these services. 

The Cuamman. You feel this bill is the right approach, with such 
variations as the committee may find advisable in the course of its 
study ¢ 

Dr. Fiemmrine. That is correct. 

The CaatrMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Flemming. 

We do appreciate the statement from former President Hoover, 
the Chairman of the Commission, and we are glad he made his con- 
tribution to us this morning as we begin studying this bill. 

Thank you, Doctor. 

Dr. FLemminc. I am very happy to be here. 

The Carman. Dr. Rusk? 

Good morning, Doctor. I believe you have a prepared statement, 
Doctor? 


STATEMENT OF H. P. RUSK, DEAN OF THE COLLEGE OF AGRICUL- 
TURE AND DIRECTOR OF THE AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT 
STATION AND EXTENSION SERVICE IN AGRICULTURE AND HOME 
ECONOMICS, UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS, CHAMPAIGN, ILL.; AND 
FORMER CHAIRMAN OF THE TASK FORCE ON AGRICULTURAL 
ACTIVITIES, HOOVER COMMISSION 


Dr. Rusx. I do. 

The CuarrMan. Would you like to read it? 

Dr. Rusk. I shall be glad to, if you like. 

The Cuairman. If you wish you may place it in the record and give 
us the high points of it, or if you it you may read it so that we 
may get the full import of it. 

Dr. Rusk. My name is H. P. Rusk and I am dean of the college of 
agriculture at the University of Illinois. 
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I appreciate this opportunity to discuss the provisions of Senate bill 
1149 with members of the committee to which the bill has been re- 
ferred. 

Senate bill 1149 directs reorganization of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture along lines that will provide the greatest service 
to the public and cut.down interference with private initiative. It 
recognizes the value of local judgments even in procedures that must 
inevitably be subject to bureaucratic control; it paves the way for a 
more eflicient and economical administration of this important depart- 
ment of our Government. 

These are the major areas covered in Senate bill 1149: 

1. Functional organization of departmental services: The organiza- 
tion of departmental services is a very important feature of the bill. 
It provides for a logical and sensible structural organization of the 
Department of Agriculture through a grouping of services along func- 
tional lines. There would be these eight administrative services to 
replace the maze of bureaus and agencies which now characterize the 
United States Department of Agriculture organization : 


1. Staff Service: 

2. Agricultural Research Service; 

5. Agricultural Consultation Service; 

4. Agricultural Resources Conservation Service; 
5. Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service; 
6. Regulatory Service; 

7. Agricultural Credit Service; and 

8. Rural Electrification Service. 


The provision for staff service is in line with the Hoover Commis- 
sion recommendation for organization of each department of the 
executive branch of the Government. This recommendation has been 
accepted by the Congress for other departments and needs no sup- 
port before this committee. 

The Research Service is of peculiar importance in the Department 
of Agriculture. Research is the powerhouse of agricultural educa- 
tion and agricultural services, both Federal and State. 

_ P. V. Cardon, Administrator of the Agricultural Research Admin- 
istration, in a recent report to Congress, said: 

Modern science and technology have transformed American agriculture in 
the space of a lifetime. Agriculture has made more progress in the United States 
in the last 25 years than in the previous 75 centuries elsewhere in the world. 
This period of great advancement coincides with the history of research in the 
United States Department of Agriculture and the State agricultural experiment 
Stations. 

Modern research has become highly complex, and the solution of 
many problems would not be possible without teamwork among many 
highly trained specialists. Radioactive isotopes are being used in 
many phases of plant and animal research. Some research problems 
in plant production might profitably employ a team of research work- 
ers that would include a soil chemist, a soil physicist, a soil biologist, 
a plant geneticist, a plant physiologist, and even a specialist in radio- 
active materials. 

A functionally efficient research organization must be able to focus 
all applicable branches of science needed to solve the problem under 
study rather than cart the problem around to the door of one scien- 
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tific union after another. The Agricultural Task Force * of the Hoover 
Commission found a great deal of teamwork among the research 
workers of the United States De partment of Agric ulture and a gen- 
eral recognition of the importance of coordinated research work. 

But the task force also found what it believed to be artificial lines 
of demarcation which were not easily crossed when teamwork was 
needed. 

The Agricultural Task Force recommendation for the solution of 
this organization problem was to coordinate the administration of 
all—all—departmental research in one functional service. The Com- 
mission followed this recommendation with one important exception— 
the Commission did not recommend any change in the REA research 
program. 

Recent reorganization effected within the Department appears to 
have gone a long way toward complying with the Commission’s rec- 
ommend: ation for coordination of research. There is, however, one 
glaring exception in that agricultural economics is left out of the ARA. 

The function of the Agricultural Consultation Service is similar 
to that of the present Federal Extension Service: (1) to plan and 
carry out, through its own facilities or by allocation, agreement, or 
contract, all extension or educational work for which the Department 
of Agriculture is directly responsible; (2) to administer the Depart- 
ment’s responsibilities in the extension or educational work done coop- 
eratively under grants-in-aid with State land-grant colleges and other 
State agencies. 

Full and effective liaison should be maintained with all of the other 
seven functional services of the Department so that the Agricultural 
Consultation Service will be able to carry out appropriate general edu- 
cational programs involving the work of the whole Department. 

The principle that all general educational programs of the Depart- 
ment should be carried to rural people through the Cooperative Exten- 
sion Service has been recognized time and time again in formal agree- 
ments, memoranda, and conferences. 

However, there has been a persistent effort on the part of action 
agencies espec lally, as well as other areas of interest in the De part- 
ment, to develop information services in violation of the basic prin- 
ciple just referred to. There is a tendency for these specialized in- 
formation services to become special pleaders for the support of, the 
expansion of, or the continuation of the agencies they represent. 

An extreme example of the length to which this tendency has been 
carried was the employment of farmer field women by the old Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Administration in the early forties. 

I have in my hands a mimeographed statement put out by the 1li- 
nois State AAA office in Decatur, and dated January 1, 1942. It lists 
the names of 92 women employed by the AAA in Illinais as of that 
date. 

The attached typewritten report on field women’s activities from the 
same office does not disguise the fact that these women were used to 
propagandize for support of AAA programs. The farmers field 
women’s work in Illinois indicates that their activities included within 
the county AAA organization, AAA meetings, wives, et cetera. Pro- 


‘Membership of the task force appears on p. 106, 
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grams have included everything from informal discussions to three- 
act plays. 4 

(The report referred to is on file with the committee.) 

It may be significant to note that at a time when the Illinois Exten- 
sion Service was able to employ only 67 county home demonstration 
agents, the AAA was able to employ 92 women workers, most of whom 
had demonstrated their ability as unpaid volunteer leaders in home 
economics extension activities. 

I might also add that the report of our State leader of home advisers 
to the Federal office in 1941 said that all but two of these farmer field 
women were people who had been wheRie in the extension program 
and were recommended by the Extension Service. 

All other State AAA committees had employed field women before 
the practice was inaugurated in Illinois. This mass propaganda pro- 
gram blanketed the whole United States. 

Senator Munpr. Dr. Rusk, is there anything in the reorganization 
plan that would stop the use of these propaganda agents? 

Dr. Rusk. A restatement of the responsibility carrying out general 
education programs through the Agricultural Consultation Service 
and I hope a more effective organization of that Service would do the 
job. 

There has been some justified criticism of the Extension Service for 
not carrying out some educational programs as effectively as it should. 

But in most cases that criticism could be thoroughly answered by 
the fact that funds were not available to do the job. In 1942, for 
example, we had funds to employ 67 county home demonstration 
agents in Illinois. We now have about 90, I think, in 102 counties, 
or maybe a little over 90. 

The Agricultural Resources Conservation Service is recommended 
as a means of coordinating efforts to promote the public interest 
through conservation, under wise use, of the Nation’s soil, water, tim- 
ber, range, fish and wildlife resources. The success of a large part 
of this program depends upon the effectiveness of associated educa- 
tional programs. ‘Therefore, there must be the closest cooperation 
between this service and the Agricultural Consultation Service. 

While a large part of this program is basically educational, this 
service would have important managerial responsibility. The Com- 
mission recommends, and this bil! provides for, administration of all 
of the agricultural interests in the public domain by this service. 

In accordance with this recommendation, S. 1149 provides for the 
transfer from the Department of the Interior to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture the functions of the Bureau of Land Management, except 
as respects mining and mineral resources, and the functions of the 
Secretary of the Interior in relation thereto. 

Briefly stated, the reasons for this recommendation and proposed 
functional assignment to this service are that: 

The responsibilities of the Government for diverse land-management functions 
on the same land or in similar areas cannot be successfully discharged unless 
a high degree of coordination and integration of policies, personnel, and action 
are maintained. The intelligent use and conservation of our vital land resources, 
whether for the production of grass, trees, or other crops, or used by cattle, 
sheep, or wildlife, involve overlapping and interdependent management pro- 


cedures which cannot be separated and successfully carried out by unrelated 
administrative departments of government. 
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That is a quotation taken from the report of the commission at 
page 36. 

The operation side of the Soil Conservation Service as it is now 
set up fits logically into this service. Its research activities logically 
fall within the sphere of the Agricultural Research Service. 

The task force gave a great deal of study to problems involved in 
effective administration of soil-conservation work and the application 
of sound conservation practices to the land. It seems obvious that an 
effective long-time program on conservation, like most other worth- 
while agricultural movements, must be based on the results of re- 
search the application of which depends largely on education. 

Soil conservation involves keeping the soil productive as well as 
keeping it in place. Every sound practice recommended by the Soil 
Conservation Service has a basis in the resultg of research at some 
agricultural experiment station. 

The Extension Service has done as effective a job of interpreting 
and carrying the results of this research to farmers as available funds 
and facilities would permit. 

The establishment of an independent Soil Conservation Service to 
speed up application of conservation measures was dictated by ex- 
pediency in securing appropriations, and by the desire to take ad- 
vantage of favorable public reaction to the old CCC camps and single 
out this program for emphasis and public support. With functions 
overlapping the statutory obligations of both the Experiment Sta- 
tions and the Extension Service, the establishment of this agency was 
not dictated either by good organization or by economy. 

It is recognized, however, that the Soil Conservation Service as an 
independent agency has become so deeply rooted in the public mind 
as a symbol of what a sound public land policy should be that re- 
locating it lock, stock, and barrel in the Extension Service at this time 
might jeopardize public support. 

The provision in this bill for a Commodity Marketing and Adjust- 
ment Service complies with the Commission’s recommendation that 
all major agencies having to do with formulation of plans and control 
of production, together with activities for price support and allocation 
of quotas, be brought into one service. The function of the service is: 
(1) To administer programs to assure adequate supplies of agricul- 
tural products; (2) to keep informed on the supply and demand 
situation with respect to agricultural commodities as it affects the 
public interest; (3) to administer plans for voluntary action to 
mitigate critical fluctuations in supply and prices of agricultural 
commodities, and (4) to administer such additional measures as are 
appropriate to achieve price objectives established by law for agri- 
cultural commodities. 

Clearly the agricultural conservation program now administered 
by the PMA has no place in the Commodity Marketing and Adjust- 
ment Service. If payments for conservation are continued, they 
should be separated from all responsibility for supporting, defending, 
or advocating any particular program of commodity adjustment or 
price support, or for contributing to income-support programs. 
These are two different and distinct functions. ; 

Historically, PMA and its predecessor AAA, have been subjected 
to and swayed by pressures of political expediency to an extent not 








52 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


calculated to win the confidence of those who seek an objective ap- 
proach to the conservation of our vital resources. 

The sooner the basic functions of the Commodity Marketing and 
Adjustment Service are recognized and adhered to, the better the 
public interest will be served. 

The function of the Regulatory Service is to administer the De- 
partment’s activities in plant insect and disease control; animal insect 
and disease control; meat and other food inspection; control of 
production and sale of certain types of drugs; administration of 
market news services and standard and grade certification ; regulation 
of market facilities; including warehouses for —— products, 
stockyards, agricultural commodity exchanges, et ceter: 

The Department of Agriculture administers the chabidh number 
of regulatory acts of gny Federal agency. It has had | long experience 
in this field and by and large has done a good job. But regulatory 
responsibilities are scattered among different bureaus and agencies 
within these bureaus. The primary responsibility of these bureaus 
and agencies is wholly foreign to control functions, which tend to be- 
come subordinated to or interfere with the discharge of primary func- 
tions. 

The Commission recommends that all of these regulatory functions 
be brought together and administered in one service. S. 1149 com- 
plies w ith this recommendation in the establishment of the Regulatory 
Service as one of the eight functional divisions of the Department. 

The Commission recommended and S. 1149 provides for an Agri- 
cultural Credit Service. Neither the Commission nor the bill is 
specific regarding details. Appendix M of the Commission’s report 
gives the views of the Agricultural Task Force, which recommended 
two major divisions for this service, one for administration of co- 
operative credit agencies and another for administration of direct 
Government loans. The latter included rural electric loans and 
farmers home loans. 

Since the Commission recommends and the bill provides for a 
separate service for rural electrification, the whole problem of agri- 
cultural credit organization needs further study. 

I hope that Dean William A. Schoenfeld, who I see is present 
and was a member of the Task Force Subcommittee on C redit, will 
discuss this with you in more detail. 

The Commission recommended and the bill provides for a Rural 
Electrification Service. This would include the administration and 
procedures of the present REA unchanged except as to name. 

As presently organized and operé ated, it is practically an autono- 
mous unit of the Department, or, in effect, a little Department of 
Agriculture within the USDA. It has its own loan- making and 
service facilities, its own information service, its own engineering and 
operating-control units. 

But it was the belief of the task force that the major function of 
the REA was the administration of loans to electric cooperatives and 
that this function is logically a part of the Government’s direct-loan 
program and, therefore, should be included in the appropriate division 
of the Agricultural Credit Service. 

One other important matter is that it would reduce the number of 
financial services reporting to the Secretary, the number of such major 
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offices, by one. There would be seven then instead of eight if REA 
were put into the Agricultural Credit Service. 

Local participation in the direction of USDA programs: The bill 
follows the Hoover Commission recommendations and provides for 
the establishment of one agricultural council in each county. The 
county councils would be composed of five individuals, elected by 
farmers from those residing in the county. The State council would 
be composed of 13 individuals, seven of whom would be elected by 
the chairmen of the county agricultural councils from their members, 
and six ex officio members consisting of the State secretary of agri- 
culture, director of the State agric ultural experiment station, director 
of the State agricultural extension service, chairman of the State 
soil-conservation committee, and the head of the State conservation 
department. 

There should also be included the State director or supervisor of 
vocational agriculture. This was put in on the revised draft of the 
bill and I failed to pick it up in my prepared statement. 

The one council in each county would a rap e the various county 
councils and committees which now exist to facilitate the various 
USDA programs. 

Both State and county councils should be advisory and should be 
responsible to farmers rather than to the Secretary. They should 
not be administrative. The Secretary, who is held accountable by 
the Congress for carrying out certain programs, must not be obstruct- 
ed by elected committees or other groups with veto power. The Sec- 
retary should have a clear line of authority to the extent of his admin- 
istrative responsibility for a particular program. 

Let me add here, in light of what has been said by Senator Aiken 
in previous testimony this mor ning, that I do not think this would 
preclude a provision for local voice in the selection of local adminis- 
trative personnel. And I do not believe that the farmers of any 
county or any State should be compelled to operate under adminis- 
trators whom they do not trust or do not want to work with. 

The CHatrman. What provision would you suggest in the bill, 
Doctor ? 

Dr. Rusk. I would suggest that the bill provide for the State and 
local councils to submit a list of names from which the Secretary 
might select his administrators at the State and local levels. And, if 
he does not find in that list the people he thinks would do the job, 
then they ought to negotiate their ditferences and come to some mutual 
agreement. 

The CratrMan. You think the county committees should submit 
lists through the State committee; do you / 

Dr. Rusk. Yes: always the county recommendations should go 
through the State committee. 

The CuarrMan. I am glad to have that expression from you, be- 
cause that is something I am sure we are going to have to decide. 

Dr. Rusk. On the other hand, local judgments and advice on the 
administration of Federal programs must have a recognized and well- 
established uncensored channel back to the Secretary. 

Procedures like those included in the Soil Conservation and Do- 
mestic Allotment Act, making it possible for the State governments to 
assume responsibility at the State line and handle programs approved 
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by Congress, should be included in all farm-program legislation. and 
should be so worded as to be practicable and possible. These pro- 
cedures might include use of Federal grants-in-aid which require 
those States aided to make some financial contribution to the program. 

The principle has been tested and found sound in Federal Govern- 
ment relationships with land-grant colleges, State experiment sta- 
tions, and State extension services. It has also been used in the de- 
velopment of national highways within the States and in many other 
Federal Government relationships with State and local governmental 
units. It would seem particularly well adapted to the administration 
of Federal agricultural] programs. 

Senator Munpr. Dr. Rusk. at that point, if you don’t mind the inter- 
ruption, I would like to read two paragraphs of a letter I have re- 
ceived from one of the leading citizens of South Dakota, who js 
worried about one of the phases of that reorganization plan, primarily 
as it deals with the forest areas of our State. 

He says: 


I note that S. 1149 provides for the formation of 
and also the creation of a number of subordinate county agricultural councils. 
Presumptively, the personnel of these councils will be exclusively farmers who 
are trained and interested primarily in agriculture, Apparently, properties 
Which it administers will be in the Agricultural Conservation Division of the 
newly organized Department of Agriculture, There is nothing in the bill as 
drafted to indicate that the Forest Service will be excluded from the administra- 
tive recommendations of these county councils, nor from the State council. 

Friends of the Forest Service are concerned over the possibilities of councils 
completely dominated by farmers advising, interfering, or in any way dominat- 
ing or attempting to do so the policies of the Forest Service, particularly 
in view of the fact that such council members will not haye been trained in 
forest-management activities and may quite possibly have diametrically op- 
posed opinions on matters in which they certainly are not fully qualified to act. 
In short, if would seem to me that the bill is seriously defective as drafted and 
that it should be amended to exclude the United States Forest Service from the 
Jurisdiction of these councils. Possibly, whoever drafted this legislation in- 


tended to exclude the Forest Service: but, if so, the language should have been 
much more explicit, 


a State agricultural council 


I should like to have your comments on that. 
Dr. Rusk. | nfortunately, I do not have a copy of the bill with me; 


I thought I did have. As ] recall, the Forest Committees were 
excluded. 


I am not able 


to put my fingers on that right aw 
was discussed. 


es, on page 11, lines 18 to 20 
The Agricultural Credit Service Committee and the 
erazing and forestry in the county and State and th 
exempt from this section. 
I think that that takes care of th 
at least we intended it should. 

The Cuarman. Which line was that? T did hot get it. 

Dr. Rusk. Page 11 of the revised committee print. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, you agree that at least the point 
made by this South Dakotan js valid, and it was your intention to 
meet that ? 

Dr. Rusk. It was our intention to meet that criticism, 

Senator Munpr. So, if the committee fe 
guage is required, that would be in conformity with your views? 

Dr. Rusk. That would be my personal reaction. 

Senator Munpr. Al] right, thank you. 
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Dr. Rusk. The provisions in this bill for the transfer from the 
Federal Security Agency to the Secretary of Agriculture of the func- 


- tions of the Agric ultural Education Service with respect to the admin- 


istration of certain specific provisions of the Smith-Hughes Act does 
not result from any recommendation of the Commission or its task 
force. It is my understanding that this proposal was submitted by 
one or more of the farm organizations. 

This problem was given some study by the task force, which did 
not recommend the transfer. 

Senator Munpr. Could you tell us at that point why they did not 
recommend the transfer? What was the inhibition / 

Dr. Rusk. | think I can; ves. 

Obviously there were many things that came before the task force 
and not all of them could be dise ussed by the task force as a whole, 
and these problems were parceled out. 

It fell to my lot to listen to the arguments pro and con on this or a 
vood many of them. I spent a good many hours in my office listening 
to the pros and cons of this subject. 

I came to a conclusion, and reported it to the task force, and after 
discussion in the task force they agreed that there might be some dan 
ger of opening up the avenue for parceling out responsibility for high 
schools among a lot of different interests, and so we recommended 
against it. 

Now, since then, and looking into the reasons for the pressure for 
this change, we find that there is a rapidly growing tendency for 
Smith-Hughes work and the Agricultural Extension Service to com- 
pete for funds to carry on similar educational programs with the same 
people. 

There are many excellent reasons for expansion of Smith-Hughes 
into the adult sdutation field for which the Exetension Service was 
organized. Many of our modern high schools have excellent labora 
tories and other facilities for teaching that can be used effective ‘ly with 
adults as well as with boys and girls of high-school age. The danger 
lies in the pressure of both agencies to expand work without proper 
coordiantion, 

While it is true that the st: atutory responsibilities of these two 
agencies appear to overlap, it is certainly also true that Congress did 
not intend to set up two agencies that would compete for funds to 
render the same kind of service to the same people. Putting both of 
these agencies in the same department would offer better opportunities 
for coordination of their programs and would establish some point in 
the administrative channels below the President of the United States 
for consideration and coordination of budgetary, needs and requests 
for these highly related services to the same people. 

I was impressed by what was said by Senator Aiken. Under the 
present set-up these budgets - considered by different committees; 
they go clear to the President before they are referred back to the 
Bureau of the Budget, and there is grave danger that they really 
never are coordinated, and never are considered as a part of the same 
program. 

As further evidence of this overlapping, I wish to call your atten- 
tion to Illinois Secondary School Curriculum Program Bulletin No. 
16, issued by the Office of Public Instruction of Hlinois. 
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by Congress, should be included in all farm-program legislation, and 
should be so worded as to be practicable and possible. These pro- 
cedures might include use of Federal grants-in-aid which require 
those States aided to make some financial contribution to the program. 

The principle has been tested and found sound in Federal Govern- 
ment relationships with land-grant colleges, State experiment sta- 
tions, and State extension services. It has also been used in the de- 
velopment of national highways within the States and in many other 
Federal Government relationships with State and local governmental 
units. It would seem particularly well adapted to the administration 
of Federal agricultural programs. 


Senator Munpr. Dr. Rusk, at that point, if you don’t mind the inter- 
ruption, I would like to read two par agraphs of a letter I have re- 
ceived from one of the leading citizens of South Dakota, who is 


worried about one of the phases of that reorganization plan, primarily 
as it deals with the forest areas of our State. 
He says: 


I note that S. 1149 provides for the formation of a State agricultural council 
and also the creation of a number of subordinate county agricultural councils. 
Presumptively, the personnel of these councils will be exclusively farmers who 
are trained and interested primarily in agriculture. Apparently, properties 
Which it administers will be in the Agricultural Conservation Division of the 
newly organized Departinent of Agriculture. There is nothing in the bill as 
drafted to indicate that the Forest Service will be excluded from the administra- 
tive recommendations of these county councils, nor from the State council. 

Friends of the Forest Service are concerned over the possibilities of councils 
completely dominated by farmers advising, interfering, or in any way dominat- 
ing or attempting to do so the policies of the Forest Service, particularly 
in view of the fact that such council members will not have been trained in 
forest-management activities and may quite possibly have diametrically op- 
posed opinions on matters in which they certainly are not fully qualified to act 
In short, if would seem to me that the bill is seriously defective as drafted and 
that it should be amended to exclude the United States Forest Service from the 
jurisdiction of these councils. Possibly, whoever drafted this 
tended to exclude the Forest Service: but 
much more explicit. 


legislation in- 
. if so, the language should have been 


[ should like to have your comments on that. 

Dr. Rusk. Unfortunately, I do not have a copy of the bill with me; 
I thought I did have. As I recall, the Forest 
excluded. 

[ am not able to put my fingers on that right away, but I know that 
was discussed. Yes, on page ‘11, lines 18 to 20, inclusive, it Says: 


(C‘ommittees were 


The Agricultural Credit Service Committee and the advisory 
vrazing and forestry in the county 
exempt from this section. 


committees on 
and State and the functions thereof are 


[ think that that takes care of that criticism, or T hope it does, and 
at least we intended it should. 

The Caarrman. Which line was that? TI did not get it. 

Dr. Rusk. Page 11 of the revised committee print. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, you agree that at least the point 
made by this South Dakotan is valid, and it was your intention to 
meet that 

Dr. Rusk. It was our intention to meet that criticism. 

Senator Munpr. So, if the committee feels that more positive lan- 
guage is required, that would be in conformity with your views? 

Dr. Rusk. That would be my personal reaction. 

Senator Munpr. All right. thank you. 
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Dr. Rusk. The provisions in this bill for the transfer from the 
Federal Security Agency to the Secretary of Agriculture of the func- 
tions of the Agricultural Education Service with respect to the admin- 
istration of certain specific provisions of the Smith-Hughes Act does 
not result from any recommendation of the Commission or its task 
force. It is my understanding that this proposal was submitted by 
one or more of the farm organizations. 

This problem Was given some study by the task force, which did 
not recommend the transfer. 

Senator Munpr. Could you tell us at that point why they did not 
recommend the transfer’ What was the inhibition ¢ 

Dr. Rusk. I think I can; ves. 

Obviously there were m: ny things that came before the task force 
and not all of them could be discussed by the task force as a whole, 
and these problems were parceled out. 

It fell to my lot to listen to the arguments pro and con on this or a 
good many of them. I spent a good many hours in my office listening 
to the pros and cons of this subject. 

I came to a conclusion, and reported it to the task force, and after 
discussion in the tas sk force they agreed that the ‘re might be some di: al 
ger of opening up the avenue for parceling out responsibility for high 
schools among a lot of different interests, and so we recommended 
against it. 

Now, since then, and looking into the reasons for the pressure for 
this change, we find that there is a rapidly growing tendency for 
Smith-Hughes work and the Agricultural Extension Service to com 
pete for funds to carry on similar educational programs with the same 
people. 

There are many excellent reasons for expansion of Smith-Hughes 
into the adult education field for which the Exetension Service was 
org anized. M: any of our modern high sc hools hi ave excellent labor: a 
tories and other facilities for teac hing that can be used effectively with 
adults as well as with boys and girls of high-school age. The danger 
lies in the pressure of both agencies to e xpand work without proper 
coordiantion. 

While it is true that the statutory responsibilities of these two 
agencies appear to overlap, it is certainly also true that Congress did 
not intend to set up two agencies that would compete for funds to 
render the same kind of service to the same people. Putting both of 
these agencies in the same department would offer better opportunities 
for coordination of their programs and would establish some point in 
the administrative channels below the President of the United States 
for consideration and coordination of budgetary needs and requests 
for these highly related services to the same peop le. 

I was impressed by what was said by Senator Aiken. Under the 
present set-up these budgets are considered by different committees ; 
they go clear to the President before they are referred back to the 
Bureau of the Budget, and there is grave danger that they really 
never are coordinated, and never are considered as a part of the same 
program. 

As further evidence of this overlapping, I wish to call your atten- 
tion to Illinois Secondary School Currie alam Program Bulletin No. 

16, issued by the Office of Public Instruction of Ilinois 
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This is dated May 1951 and is a rather ponderous discussion of the 
whole high-school program. On page 123 we find this statement: 

There is in Illinois a very promising development of education in agriculture 
for out-of-school youth and adults, which may well yield greater returns than 
has the traditional program for high-school boys. Agricultural educators recog- 
nize that adults are in control and that it is largely through working with adults 
that the schools may get the quick and extensive results that the emergency may 
demand. Adult education in agriculture should be expanded, not curtailed, in 
an emergency. We can afford the expenditures necessary to provide the edu- 
cation adults need in the adapting to the emergency. 

It may be pertinent to ask who should be expected to do the primary 
job of the vocational agriculture teachers if the teachers neglect high- 
school teaching for work with— 


out-of-school youth and adults, which may well yield greater returns than has 
the traditional program for high-school boys. 


On page 127, I would like to take time to call attention to a long list 
of 17 items which, it is said, these agriculture teachers should look into, 
and they range from soil management to conservation to family busi- 
ness arrangements and production and preservation of farm family 
food supply. Every one of those items is an item that can appropri- 
ately be handled and is handled by the Extension Service with adults. 

Then commencing at the bottom of that page and continuing on the 
next page is a list of 10 classes of people, or groups, in our society, who 
would be interested in this adult educational work carried on by 
vocational agriculture. It starts with commercial farmers, prospective 
farmers, and so on, and winds up with No. 10, which is this: “Those 
who make public policies governing agriculture.” 

Now, I am not saying that they should not be concerned with that, 
but I am wondering if “they should recommend an increase from one 
agriculture teacher to four or as many as six, as they do, on page 134, 
in some of our Illinois high schools in order to take care of this addi- 
tional load with adults. 

And I would like to point out, in that connection, that a tax dollar 
is just as big, and just as hard to raise, whether it is collected by 
Federal, State, or local school taxing units, and that unnecessary 
duplication is a waste wherever the funds are spent. 

Senator Munprt. I would like to ask a question before you leave that 
point, because it is a very controversial point, certainly, among some 
of my educator friends. Some say that to do this would tend to destroy 

the effectiveness of our State agricultural departments, and so forth. 

I think it would be well to have printed in the record of the hearing 
at this point portions of a letter received from the Federal Security 
Agency setting up its objections, and those who study the hearing 
will then have both points of view before them. 

The Cuatrman. It will be printed in the record at this point. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


EXCERPT FROM LETTER OF OscaR R. EWING, ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL SECURITY 
AGENCY, DaTep May 1, 1951 


We do not believe that there exists sufficient duplication of functions between 
the programs of the United States Department of Agriculture and the Office 
of Education to justify the transfer proposed in section 7 of the instant bill. 
This question was discussed at some length in the Task Force Report on Public 
Welfare (appendix P) prepared for the Commission on Organization of the 
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Executive Branch of the Government (pp. 335 and 336). The task force report 
concludes with a statement with which we are in entire agreement: 

“There are those who believe that the solution is to transfer the program 
in vocational agriculture from the United States Office of Education to the 
Department of Agriculture. With these we cannot agree, although it must 
be admitted that the Department of Agriculture seems to have been more success- 
ful in getting adequate Federal support for its activities than has the Office 
of Education. If we were to make this transfer, we should then have to be con- 
sistent by transferring the trade and industrial vocational education to the 
Department of Labor, the vocational education in distributive occupations to 
the Department of Commerce, the vocational guidance program might go to 
the United States Employment Service, and probably the vocational education 
in homemaking would be transferred to another division of the Department of 
Agriculture. Such action would multiply rather than diminish the number 
of noneducational agencies dealing with the schools in the States; eliminate 
any semblance of over-all Federal-State development in the promotion of voca- 
tional education and create more overlapping in Federal staff and services. 
This proposal fails to recognize that basically these two programs have differ- 
ent philosophies and modes of operation. It might lose considerable of the 
drive and zeal developed through the loyalties to these separate programs. It 
would further complicate administrative matters at the State level, as the United 
States Department of Agriculture operates through the land-grant colleges in its 
extension program and would probably prefer to operate vocational agriculture 
through the same State agency. It would thus withdraw the program from the 
State departments of education, aggravating the Federal dereliction in weaken- 
ing this State agency. The alternative of having the United States Department 
of Agriculture deal through the State departments of education for this program 
multiplies the difficulties involved. We believe that the removal of the program 
in vocational agriculture from the Federal educational agency would be detri- 
mental to the best interest of education in the States. A similar suggestion 
that the Agricultural Extension Service be transferred to the Office of Education 
has little to commend it for similar and other reasons.” 


Dr. Rusk. Sound top-level management: To achieve sound and 
efficient top-level management, the bill would establish one additional 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture to be appointed by the President 
and confirmed by the Senate. It also establishes a position for an 
Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. 

Why these reorganization moves are needed: Once we are aware 
of the present disorganization of the Department of Agriculture, we 
can appreciate the tremendous service to American agriculture ‘and 
to the American people which a thorough reorganization would pro- 
vide. Halfway measures are not enough. C hanging names of serv- 
ices and designation of areas within the various services is not enough ; 
there must be clear definition of function and a high degree of coor- 
dination. 

The CHarrman. At that point, I wonder why it is necessary to 
change the name of the Rural Electrification Administration to Rural 
Electrie Services. I should think you would probably have to have a 
lot of stationery printed, and so forth. 

Dr. Rusk. I do not have any idea why the Hoover Commission 
made that change. 

The Cuamrman. That intrigues me. 

Dr. Rusk. You will recall as a member of the Commission that 
that was in your report and not in our report. 

The Crarman. That is correct. But I say, it intrigues me to 
find it in there now. IT wonder why the change. 

Dr. Rusk. Over the years the Department of Agriculture has en- 
joyed the confidence of a vast majority of our citizens—farmers and 
nonfarmers alike. The Department, with the support of the State 
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experiment stations and the Cooperative Extension Service, has been 
recognized as an important servant of our whole economy. This 
public confidence has brought increased demands for service and has 
forced an expansion of activities. 

Unfortunately, the evolution of the Department has been charac- 
terized not only by tremendous growth, but also by the addition of 
functions that may have conflicting implications. “As new responsi- 
bilities have been added, they have ‘often been undertaken by more or 
less independent administrative units. This type of development 
has resulted in a loose confederation of autonomous bureaus and 
agencies with strong tendencies to develop independent, overlapping 
and duplicating programs. The inevitable result has been high cost 
of operations and confusion, misunderstanding and suspicion on the 
part of farmers and nonfarmers alike. We are in danger of losing 
that public confidence which the Department has enjoyed. 

For this reason the need to reorganize the Department along func- 
tional lines is obvious. The eight major services recommended by 
the Hoover Commission and provided for in Senate bill 1149 would 
eliminate the present confusion and diffusion of authority. Whereas 
there are now 20 different major offices reporting to the Secretary; 
under the reorganization plan there would be only eight. 

This functional type of organization should not only increase the 
efficiency of the Department of Agriculture; it should also be a step 
toward more economical operation of this vast Government facility. 
We recognize that possible savings by any bureau or agency in the 
Department are of minor importance when compared to the total 
Federal budget, but we also believe that fact is not sufficient reason 
for the Department to default in the national effort to make every tax 
dollar contribute most effectively to the mobilization program. 

Farm people know that our diplomatic and military efforts to re- 
strain communism must be successful if we are to safeguard our 
American institutions. But these farm people also know that our 
American institutions are in danger unless we have the knowledge 
and the moral stamina necessary to keep our economy on an even keel. 

1 thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Dr. Rusk. I think vou have presented 
a splendid statement on this bill. As I understand it, you favor the 
general provisions of the bill? 

Dr. Rusk. Yes, I think there are three or four very important 
things in here. One is the functional organization of the services, 
those eight services. That is one more that I would personally 
recommend, 

The State and county agriculture committees ane by all means, 
be worked out. The bill does not specifically say it, but is contem- 
plated in the bill, and if you read the appendix M of the committee 
report you get the idea all right that all conservation responsibility 
should be removed from the PMA and put into a strictly conserva- 
tion program. 

They should not be made responsible for anything else, or to 
support any other program. 

The CrarMan. Senator Mundt. 

Senator Munpr. Does the bill as now written eliminate prevailing 
duplication and conflict which existed between the PMA committees 
and the Soil Conservation Services of each county / 
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Dr. Rusk. It is intended to, and I hope that it does, because it sets 
up the soil-conservation work as a part of the Agriculture Resources 
Conservation Service, which is entirely separate from the Produc- 
tion and Marketing program. 

Senator Munpr. I wanted to get from you whether you were sure 
that it did that, because that problem has plagued Congress for a 
long time. 

Dr. Rusk. I think it does. 

Senator Munpr. I wanted to make sure there is no question that 
the language was so ambiguous that we did not reach it. 

Dr. Rusk. That was clearly in the minds of the Agriculture Task 
Force. Of course, the Agriculture Task Force did not write this bill, 
you understand. We are discussing it as it was written by attorneys 
in the Citizens Committee. And Iam sure that there will be some very 
important and helpful amendments presented before this hearing 1s 
over; at least, IL hope there will be. 

But, in general, the three principal parts of the bill are sound. 

Senator Munpr. There is one other question : I notice in your testi- 
mony you underscore the word “one” dealing with one agricultural 
council and one council in each county. I like very much the way 
you are going to select those councils as well as their interlocking 
authorities, and the flow of council advice. 

1 wonder if you could tell us how many councils there are now 
instead of that one that you envision ? 

Dr. Rusk. I think it varies from county to county. There is a 
statement I saw this morning, I think an authoritative statement, and 
more authoritative than I can give you, but it varies with the type of 
agriculture in different parts of the United States. I believe that in- 
formation was furnished by the Secretary and is more authoritative 
than mine. 

(The information referred to is contained in the statement which 
accompanied the letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, inserted 
on p. 27.) 

Senator Munpr. I have a letter from the Secretary, just handed to 
me by the Chief Clerk, which answers that question. 

The Cuamman. Senator Dworshak. 

Senator Dworsuak. -Mr. Rusk, you emphasize the need for eliminat- 
ing duplication and overlapping within the agencies of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and, of course, you recognize that one of the 
ereat difficulties encountered throughout the administration of Fed- 
eral Government is the persistent competitive elements on the part of 
the various age ncies toe xpand their ope ‘rations. 

We find that in almost every department you set up an administra- 
tive program and then those in charge of it constantly reach out to 
expand their own operations and to encroach upon the functions of 
some ot her agency. 

That is anenennny difficult, and I think it is almost impossible 
through legislation to solve that pro iblem unless you have the active 
cooper: ation of the officials in the executive department of the govern- 
ment. 

You will agree with that; will you not ? 

Dr. Rusk. Yes. You must have the sympathetic administration of 
these bills or they w i] not do much good. 
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Senator Dworsuak. It has been my experience that, while we talk 
about keeping the functions within proper channels, always there is 
that overreaching to do something more and to build up personnel 
and to expand operations. 

Dr. Rusk. That is true. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Dr. Rusk. 

Dr. Rusk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cnuarrman. We have one other witness scheduled for this 
morning, but the Senate is now in session, and I wonder, Mr. McCor- 
mick, if it would be all right for you to come back tomorrow. 

Mr. McCormick. It would be perfectly all right with mé to submit 
this for the record. 

The CuHarrMan. You just want to offer something for the record? 

Mr. McCormick. Yes: that is the primary purpose of the state- 
ment. 

The CuarrMan. Very well, you may come forward, then. 

Do you wish to comment on your statement in any way, or just offer 
it for the record? 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT L. L. McCORMICK, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, 
CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR THE HOOVER REPORT 


Mr. McCormick. No, sir. The only point I should like to make 
regarding the statement for the record is that we have been workin 
on perfecting amendments,’ for example, the one about how the Soll 
Conservation would be set up which Senator Mundt mentioned. 

The CHatrMan. You want to submit this for the record, then‘ 

Mr. McCormick. Yes, if I may. 

The CHatrMan. Very well. It may be inserted into the record at 
this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY Rosert L. L. McCormick, Director or RESEARCH, CITIZENS 
COMMITTER FOR THE HOoVER REPORT 


My name is Robert L. L. McCormick. I am director of research, Citizens Com- 
mittee for the Hoover Report. I served on the staff of the Hoover Commission 
as assistant to the Chairman and, for a considerable time, simultaneously as 
secretary of the Commission’s Task Force on Federal Agricultural Activities. 

S. 1149, the measure before you, was prepared by attorneys for the Citizens 
Committee after conferences with the Hoover Commission’s task force, the agri- 
cultural committee of the Citizens Committee, the major farm groups, and other 
private organizations. These conferences have been held periodically for more 
than a year. 

I would like to commence my statement by reading a letter to me from Dr. 
Robert L. Johnson, chairman of the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report. 
The letter, dated August 27, 1951, follows: 

“Will you be kind enough to pay my respects to Senator McClellan and the 
members of the Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments, and to represent the Citizens Committee at the hearings on S. 1149. 

“The Committee on Expenditures is doing a magnificent job in its effort to 
improve the structure of our Federal Government. The skill and conscientious- 
ness with which the committee's staff has been working on the reorganization 
proposals before the committee is a model. 

“The National Citizens Committee and over 400 State and local committees 
endorse S. 1149 and recommend its enactment at this session of Congress.” 

Since witnesses more skilled than I have covered this matter today and will 
continue tomorrow, I would like to restrict my testimony to the submission of 
four exhibits for the record, as follows: 


5 See p. 70. 
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Exhibit A. Article on Management of Public Land Resources from the 
Yale Law Journal, March 1951, pages 455 ff. 

Exhibit B. Article on Unification of Federally Owned Lands from Amer- 
ican Forests, April 1950, pages 17 ff. (On file with the Committee.) 

Exhibit C. Article prepared for the Citizens Committee by Dr. C. BE. Rhoad, 
formerly chairman, department of vocational education, University of Ne- 
braska, appears in his testimony on p. 251. 

Exhibit D. A list of the agricultural committee of the Citizens Committee, 
a group on whom we have relied heavily for advice. 

The Citizens Committee, with the aid of witnesses who have assembled from 
all over the United States and the members of its task force, is preparing cer- 
tuin amendments in order to perfect S. 1149. It is our intention to conform 
that bill as closely as possible to the exact recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission, The amendments will be prepared in the next few days. 

I will be glad to answer any questions which the committee may wish to 
ask. 

ExHisirT A 


[From the Yale Law Journal, March 1951] 
MANAGEMENT OF PUBLIC LAND RESOURCES 


By far the largest landholder in the United States is the Federal Government. 
Most of its more than 400,000,000 acres are rich in natural resources, chiefly 
forests and grass. This land includes 89,000,000 of the 461,000,000 acres of 
commercial forest land in the United States and contains more than one-third of 
the Nation’s supply of standing commercial timber. Another 250,000,000 acres 
of Federal land is range where one-fifth of the cattle and more than half the 
sheep raised in this country spend a part of their lives. 

The Federal Government has undertaken to retain publicly owned land and 
to conserve its resources. Two agencies, the Interior Department’s Bureau of 
Land Management and the Forest Service of the Department of Agriculture, 
administer 93 percent of all public land valuable for grazing and lumbering. 
The BLM, primarily responsible for the Federal range, manages a substantial 
portion of Government forests as well; and the Forest Service, chief custodian 
of the Government forests, handles a large segment of the Federal range. 
Thus successful conservation depends on uniformly intelligent and vigorous 
resource management by two separate agencies. Their comparative records, 
however, reveal that the BLM, as contrasted with the Forest Service, has been 
a weak and ineffective guardian of our natural range and timber wealth. 
Moreover, the policies and activities of the two agencies have occasionally been 
in conflict. 

ESSENTIALS OF A SOUND CONSERVATION PROGRAM 


A statement of basie conservation principles will emphasize the waste of 
past and current practices. The first principle is regulated use; grazing and 
lumbering must be restricted. The second is land improvement, i. e., reseeding 
of areas where grass is depleted; tree planting; and construction of drainage 
ditches, terraces, and retention dams to prevent rapid runoff of rain water. 
The third technique is protection of trees and grass from fire, disease and 
insects. 

These techniques, when coordinated, serve to fulfill essential conservation 
objectives. They assure a steady, perhaps increasing supply of livestock and 
timber. Moreover, they retard erosion and siltage; for soil is largely held in 
place by a thick covering of grass and brush. Without this protection, the earth 
is readily washed away by rain and deposited as sediment in rivers and reser- 
voirs. Finally, maintenance of a vegetative cover plays a large part in flood 
control: it holds the rain where it falls and enables it to soak into the ground. 


HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
Public land disposal 
Emphasis on conservation of public land resources is comparatively recent. 
Before the last quarter of the nineteenth century, the Federal Government made 
few efforts to protect its land, and displayed no awareness of modern conserva- 
tion techniques. Rather the Government’s policy was to transfer public land 
to private ownership as rapidly as possible. This policy was motivated by the 
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interrelated objectives of encouraging settlement of the frontier, stimulatin 
railroad construction and granting bonuses to veterans. Between 1780 and 
1949, the Government transferred in all more than a billion acres of land to 
State or private ownership, leaving only about 420,000,000 under Federal control, 
The forest problem 


ow 
- 


Although the public land disposal laws were designed primarily to promote 
agriculture they were also a boon to the lumber industry. Early timbermen 
knew little about conservation and cared less. Frequently they logged the land 
and abandoned. it. Nearly all employed wasteful practices to maximize pro- 
duction. Timber was cut long before any economic need for it arose, and the 
lower-grade portions of a tree—the stump, trimmings, and broken timber 
left where they fell. 

Alarmed by timber waste, conservationists persuaded Congress in 1891 that 
the Nation could protect its timberland only by retaining it in Federal owner- 
ship. The Forest Reserve Act of that year authorized the President to reserve 
federally owned forests from sale. Subsequent legislation provided machinery 
and granted appropriations for protection of the new national forests. 

Administration of the first forests was entrusted to the Land Office of the 
Department of the Interior. This seemed logical enough since the Land Office 
had jurisdiction over the forests before they were reserved. But the Land 
Office’s principal interests in timberland had been to sell it for the highest 
price obtainable; with no experience in forest management or research, it 
could do little more than prosecute trespassers. The national forests were 
therefore transferred in 1905 to the Forest Service of the Department of Agri- 
culture, a bureau with 80 years’ experience in the management of forest lands, and 
possessing the research facilities necessary to combat forest pests and diseases. 

Executive orders during the next few vears greatly enlarged the acreage of 
the national forests. By 1949 the Forest Service was administering 152 forests, 
with a total area of 230,000,000 acres. Federal land within these forests com- 
prised 180,000,000 acres, the remainder being owned by individuals and State 
governments. Seventy-three million acres of the public land in national forests 
were Valuable primarily for commercial timber. 

Not all the public timber, however, is in national forests. In 1916 two western 
railroads forfeited to the United States more than 2,500,000 acres of forest 
land for breach of the provisions of their grants. This Jand was then placed 
under the Secretary of the Interior and is now managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management. Another 24,000,000 acres of timber, 5,000,000 of which have 


commercial value, are on public land open to settlement under the publie land 
laws, and pending disposal remain in Interior. 


were 


The range 


Although Congress recognized the need for preserving federal forests before 
1900, if placed no restrictions at that time upon the use of the range. A vast 
aurea of public grassland—more than a quarter of a billion acres—was used by 
cattle and sheep ranchers without charge or prosecution for trespass. 

The equal privilege of all to use Federal land produced serious conflicts 
between cattle and sheep herders. Ranchers generally believed that the two 
animals could not graze the same range. And as long as public grasslands 
were open to all, no legal relief could be given a cattleman who saw a range 
he had used for years overrun by sheep. Force or fraud alone enabled one 
rancher to graze public range land to the exclusion of others. 

Range warfare between sheep and cattle ranchers was widespread enough 
to furnish material for hundreds of “westerns.” But 


& more serious con- 
sequence of the free use system was overgrazing. 


Ranchers knew that if their 
stock did not consume the grass, the herds of other stockmen would. Cattle 
and sheep growers pastured all their animals on public land for as many months 
of the year as possible. 

The first step toward curtailing overuse of public grassland came with the 
establishment of the national forests. Many acres of land valuable primarily 
for grazing were included in the forests because they were intermingled with 
timberland. Other national forests contained virtually 
created to prevent erosion on watershed land. This erosion was caused by ex- 
cessive grazing, which only the Forest Service had the capacity to restrict. 
About 65,000,000 acres of grassland are now administered by the Forest Service. 

Forage land outside the national forests remained free to all until 1984. Per- 
sistent overgrazing of this land had by then reduced its fertility by half and 
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poisonous weeds were increasingly replacing the weakened grasses. Congress, 
recognizing the serious condition of Federal grassland, passed the Taylor Graz 
ing Act in 1934, reserving 140,000,000 acres of land, and authorizing the Govern- 
ment to regulate its use. Taylor Act lands remained in Interior, and are now 
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management. This Bureau con- 
trols, in addition, about 35,000,000 acres of range which are not reserved for 
regulation by the Taylor Act. 


THE FOREST SERVICE AND THE BLM? A’ STUDY IN CONTRASTS 


Forest Service 

Timber policy.—The Keystones of the Forest Service's timber policy are the 
prevention of wood waste and the maintenance of a relation between the volume 
of timber cut and the amount of new growth which will assure a constant or 
increasing supply of timber. Because of an abundant supply and the relatively 
good groWing conditions in national forests, Forest Service officials are not so 
much concerned with reducing the volume of lumbering, as with requiring lum 
ber men to cut only mature trees and to utilize all they cut. 

Forest Service timber selling practice is geared to these policies. The 
Service designates the location of the timber which may be cut, and marks 
each tree suitable for cutting. After the timber to be sold is selected and the 
conditions of sale are published, prospective purchasers are invited to submit 
hids. The Forest Service normally awards the contract of sale to the highest 
hidder, but reserves the right to reject his offer if acceptance would lead to 
monopoly, or if the high bidder has a reputation for bad timber practices. All 
bids may be rejected if the Forest Service wishes. 

Purchasers of public timber must observe exemplary lumbering practices. 
They must agree to leave cut-over areas in a condition suitable for future 
growth. In most national forests, moreover, sustained-vield management by 
purchasers is required, This means that the volume of timber cut must be 
roughly commensurate with the capacity of the land for new growth. These re 
quirements are supplemented by prohibition of waste. No longer can lum 
bermen utilize only the top-grade logs, and allow less valuable timber to rot on 
the ground. 

Grazing in the national forests—The techniques for conserving range lands 
in national forests differ from those used for timber areas sjecause many 
national forest ranges are still seriously depleted. The Forest Service is 
primarily concerned with restricting the volume of grazing on its land. To 
achieve this reduction, it issues to ranchers permits according to the amount 
of forage available for grazing. A permit specifies the number of stock and 
the length of time they may be grazed. The Forest Service retains power to 
reduce either the number of animals a permittee may graze or the length of 
time they may occupy the range, if it finds evidence of overgrazing. This 
power the Service has not hesitated to use. 

Although the Forest Service could issue permits to all applicants and at the 
same time avoid overstocking, such a policy might so limit the number of ani 
mals and length of grazing periods as to make forest grazing impractical. First 
preference in the granting of permits is therefore given to those stockmen who 
own land in or near the national forest they wish to graze; who cannot feas 
ibly raise livestock without using the forest; and who operate small herds. All 
these standards must be met for first preference. Ranchers conducting larger 
operations and those who can operate at a profit without using the national 
forests, but who used the range before its inclusion in a national forest, ure 
entitled to secondary preference. 

Forest and range protection and improvement—Regulation of grass and timber 
use in national forests is of little avail when these resources are destroyed by 
fire, pests, or disease. To combat these threats, the Forest Service main 
tains 11 forest and range experimentation stations which have pioneered in 

the development of fire-control equipment, insecticides, and sprays hey 
have also introduced new strains of grasses, capable of rapid growth on poor 
soil and resistant to disease, Coustant research has produced a wealth of 
information on proper forest and range management. 

Forest Service activities are by no meaus confined to experimentation and 
research, Forest personnel maintain a constant wateh for fire, and are prob 
ably more experienced in combating forest fires than any other group of men 
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in the United States. National forests are continually inspected for diseases 
and insects, and the infected trees periodically sprayed. 

The Forest Service strives to improve forests and ranges under its juris- 
diction. Principally, this involves reseeding national forest range land and set 
ting out young trees. The service also takes an active part in flood-contro! 
work, gathering data on watershed conditions, controlling river-bank erosion, 
and constructing small detention dams. 

Financing Forest Service activities—The Forest Service’s success is largely 
attibutable to adequate appropriations. Congress has never limited the Sery 
ice’s expenditures to what it receives from selling timber and granting grazing 
permits. For example, in the fiscal year 1949 total appropriations were about 
$70,000,000. Slightly less than half of this amount, $30,275,000, was paid into 
the Treasury by users of resources under Forest Service control. 

This favorable treatment is due partly to the Forest Service’s willingness and 
ability to raise substantial sums of money on its own. Public timber is sold 
at auction to the highest bidder. Grazing fees are fixed by the Forest Service 
The quality and quantity of grass varies markedly among the various national 
forests. Hence the fee for each forest range, which is based upon commercial 
rates for leasing comparable private land, varies from area to area. Moreover, 
fees fluctuate each year in accordance with the market price of livestock during 
the previous year. When grazing fees reached an all-time high in 1949, they 
averaged 49 cents per cow and 11 cents per sheep for each month the range was 
zTrazed. 

Appraisal.—On the whole, the Forest Service's achievements are distinguished. 
Conservationists praise its work, and critics of the executive branch of the 
Government point to it as a model for all Federal agencies. While 76 percent 
of the Nation’s grazing land has declined in fertility during the past 30 years, 
three-fourths of the grasslands in national forests has improved. Only 23 per- 
cent of the timber cutting throughout the Nation can be classed as “good,” but 
in national forests the percentage is 80. Although less than 40 percent of the 
country’s commercial timber is receiving adequate fire protection, 98 percent of 
the timber in national forests has such protection. Moreover, regulated lumber- 
ing has not reduced the timber output of national forests; continuation of present 
practices assures an adequate timber supply in the future. 

The weakest aspect of the Forest Service's program is land improvement. Four 
million acres of national forest land require reforestation, but in 1948 only 
44,000 acres were planted. On national forest rances, about 100,000 acres were 
reseeded, while 4,000,000 need reseeding. Failure to restore depleted acreage, 
however, constitutes the only dark spot in an otherwise excellent record. 
Bureau of Land Management 


BLM forests—BLM policies adopted for control of commercially valuable 
timberland under its jurisdiction closely parallel those of the Forest Service. 
They call for sustained-yield lumbering, penalization of waste, and protection of 
young growth. They do not appear, however, to be effectively enforced. On 
Federal land outside the national forests, only 44 percent of the cutting is based 
on sustained yield, and less than 45 percent of the lumbering practices can be 
classed as “good.” 

Inadequate forest conservation under the BLM is attributable to two factors. 
Since its commercial forests received no real protection before 1987, machinery 
for enforcing BLM forestry regulations is still rudimentary. And since the 

sureau has not yet inventoried much of its timber, it cannot accurately deter- 
mine Which stands are best fitted for cutting. 

Range management.—Legal authorization to regulate range land under the 
Interior Department’s jurisdiction came long after the Forest Service had 
commenced regulating its range land. Only one-third of the Federal range 
was ever incorporated into national forest reserves. Free grazing prevailed 
on the rest until the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934. Few areas of the country 
then evidenced such bad physical condition as the unreserved grasslands. Per- 
sistent overgrazing for half a century had rendered 46,000,000 acres virtually 
useless. Nearly 110,000,000 acres—half the Federal ringe land—were more 
than 50 percent depleted. The Taylor Act was passed to prevent further loss 
of range land and to restore depleted areas. The act explicitly recognized that 
overgrazing was the principal cause of range deterioration, and contemplated 
a radical reduction of stock grazing on public land. 
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In general, the techniques employed by the BLM to effect such reduction closely 
resemble those of the Forest Service. Grasslands subject to Taylor Act control 
is divided by administrative regulation among 58 grazing districts, and the BLM 
determines the amount of forage available for grazing in each district. Vermits 
are then issued to qualified applicants, stating the number of sheep or cattle 
which permittees may graze and the number of months their animals may pas- 
ture the range. The BLM permit system differs from that adopted by the Forest 
Service only in detail. Preference is given ranchers who own land in or near 
the grazing district they use. Within this group of stockmen, those who actually 
vrazed the range during the 5 years before the passage of the Taylor Act have 
priority. In the determination of nationa) forest priorities, on the other hand, 
range use before its inclusion in a national forest is a secondary consideration. 
The Director of the BLM, like the Chief Forester, has power to reduce the num- 
ber of animals on the range or the length of time they may graze whenever the 
range appears overgrazed. He can even exclude all livestock from a badly de- 
pleted area. Or, if the grazing district is particularly well adapted to one type 
of animal, he can reserve it for that kind exclusively. 

However, the BLM, unlike the Forest Service, does not appear to be enforcing 
its regulations vigorously. As compared to forest ranges, Taylor Act land is 
still overgrazed. And while available statistics show a rather similar amount of 
grazing, land in grazing districts is in much worse shape than in the national 
forest. This greater depletion should have impelled more stringent reductions 
of grazing on Taylor Act land. 

Trepass on Taylor Act land renders the problem of overgrazing still more 
acute, Stockmen without permits frequently pasture the grazing districts, and 
permittees graze more animals for a longer period of time than authorized by 
their permits. During 1949, although some 175,000 animals grazed Taylor Act 
land illegally, the BLM failed to institute proceedings in any but the most 
flagrant violations. 

Thirty-five million acres of tnreserved grassland lie outside the Taylor Act 
grazing districts. Some of this land is leased by the LM to ranchers under 
statutory authority. The remainder is still grazed free of charge and without 
regulation. The Director of the BLM is authorized by the Secretary of the 
Interior to police the use of leased land and prevent abusive range practices. 
But because of insufficient personnel, inspection is virtually nonexistent and 
overgrazing widespread. 

Range improvement.—Rehabilitation of the critically depleted forage on Taylor 
Act and unreserved grazing land calls for extensive reseeding. During 1949 the 
LM reseeded about 130,000 acres, an acreage proportionately smaller than that 
reseeded by the Forest Service. The BLM’s record is particularly disheartening 
in view of the considerably greater need for extensive replanting on BLM land. 

Publicly owned range land in watersheds, moreover, remains in perilous condi- 
tion. Because of severe erosion on these lands, vast quantities of top soil are 
carried away by rains. While this condition is largely attributable to continued 
overgrazing and inadequate reseeding, a second cause is the BLM’s failure to 
adopt a long-range program of retention-dam construction, terracing, and stream- 
bank protection. 

Range and forest protection—In contrast to the Forest Service’s ambitious 
research program, the BLM has undertaken no extensive research; it relies 
chiefly on the Forest Service's facilities. Nor has it acquired wide experience in 
forest fire control. Indeed, the most valuable timber under BLM supervision now 
receives fire protection from the Forest Service. 

\ppraisal—The BLM has virtually lost control of the range. Trespass, de- 
pletion, and erosion remain unsolved problems. The BLM has been unable to 
measure accurately the grazing capacity of many Taylor Act ranges. Its greatest 
need is personnel—men to inspect grazing land, enforce reduction of stock where 
depletion is serious, and prosecute trespassers. But the Bureau has too few 
employees to discharge any of its responsibilities adequately. Fewer than 120 
employees were available in 1949 to regulate and protect 140,000,000 acres of 
range, 

Further evidence of the BLM’s loss of control is the power of stockmen ad 
visory boards. These boards, elected by the users of the grazing districts, are 
designed to facilitate the work of grazing officials. They recommend allocation 
or revocation of grazing permits, the carrying capacity of grazing districts, and 
good range practices. Their proposals are advisory only. But grazing officials, 
unable to investigate proposals independently, frequently accept them without 
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similar power in the national forests. Their campaign has taken several forms: 
to prevent reduction of livestock except where forest range is depleted; to create 
ranchers’ grazing boards with legal power of review over Forest Service deci- 
sions ; and to remove all grazing land from the national forests and place it under 
the Bureau of Land Management. So far the stockmen have made little progress, 
put Bureau of Land Management leniency on Taylor Act land certainly lends 
color to their contention that Forest Service demands are excessive. 

The possibilities of strengthening the Bureau of Land Management are slim. 
Increased Bureau of Land Management appropriations are a remote possibility. 
Vhe Appropriations Committees appear determined to hold out for higher fees. 
But even more unlikely is a sharp fee increase, for most western senators and 
representatives are firmly committed to the proposition that fees shall not rise 
above their present level. 

Even if the Bureau of Land Management could be strengthened, optimum con- 
servation would not be achieved. Lands administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management and the Forest Service are geographically intermingled, with large 
tracts of land managed by one actually situated within areas supervised by 
the other. Soil and water conditions are alike, and problems of regulation 
identical on land managed by the two agencies. But communications between 
them are poor. The programs of one, moreover, are frequently in conflict with 
those of the other. Coordinated conservation practices appear unlikely as long 
as the two agencies remain separated. 

To make matters worse, jurisdictional rivalry between. the Bureau of Land 
Management and the Forest Service is bitter. They compete against one an- 
ether for appropriations and personnel, each praising its own efforts while 
disparaging the claims of its rival. Congress, confronted with these conflicting 
assertions, is unable to allocate appropriations intelligently. An end to this 
rivalry can be realized only by unifying the two agencies. 


PROPOSALS FOR REORGANIZATION 


1 long-range program 

While there is general agreement that unified administration of Bureau of 
Land Management and Forest Service resources is imperative, there are grave 
doubts that this alone will suffice. The Bureau of Land Management and the 
Forest Service are fundamentally concerned with conservation of land resources 
(forests and grass) only. Rigid segregation of land problems from problems 
pertaining to the development of water resources has proved unsatisfactory 
Optimum programs for flool control, irrigation, water-power development, soil 
erosion control, and reforestation all require coordinated management of water 
and land resources. Forests and grass restrain run-off of rain water, thereby re 
ducing the threat of floods. Similarly they lessen siltation of rivers, a constant 
threat to navigation and irrigation projects. Irrigation and flood control, on the 
other hand, increase the land’s productivity and can greatly aid the growth of 
forests and grass. 

Geographical considerations further illustrate the close relationship between 
water and public-land resource management. Water is scarcest and the need 
for its conservation most acute in the Rocky Mountain and Pacific Coast States. 
Here also are located all the public ranges and most of the federally owned 
forests, 

Despite the intimate connection between water and public-land resources, their 
administration today is in separate hands. The Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Army Corps of Engineers, primarily responsible for conservation and development 
of water resources, have no authority over watershed land. They frequently 
ignore the effect of rapid run-off and erosion, and indeed resent any proposals 
by land-management agencies which might require modification of their plans 
for river development. The waste has been prodigious. Dams and power proj 
ects have been constructed without adequate investigation of related water 
shed conditions. Siltation has reduced the useful life of more than two-thirds 
of the Nation’s reservoirs to less than a hundred years. This waste could bave 
been reduced by greater emphasis on reseeding and reforestation of watersheds 

Lack of coordination between land and water programs has also resulted in 
loss of valuable land through unwise location of dams. Hundreds of thousands 
of acres of fertile farm land have been flooded in attempts to reduce flood 
damage elsewhere. In many cases, selection of an alternate dam site would 
have preserved the neighboring land resources without impairing the utility of 
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the water project. Projects now contemplated, moreover, threaten the existence 
of some of the Nation’s finest recreational and wildlife areas, 

In the presentation of budgets to Congress, no attempt is made to integrate 
the requirements of land and water conservation. Agencies concerned with 
river control compete actively for funds with those charged with watershed 
protection. In recent years disproportionate appropriations have been awarded 
to water bureaus. 

The recent Hoover Commission on Reorganization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government divided on the issue of unifying the management of public 
land and water resources. The majority, rejecting proposals for consolidation, 
concentrated upon independent improvement in the management of land and 
water resources. It recommended concentration of control over public-land 
resources in the Department of Agriculture, with a similar concentration of 
water control in Interior. This decision was based on the belief that admin- 
istration of land resources, whether publicly or privately owned, Was One 
problem, all aspects of which belonged in Agriculture, the Department primarily 
concerned with land and its produce. The majority’s recommendation was 
fortified by the fact that research agencies of Agriculture are as concerned 
with grass and timber as they are with corn and cotton. Stockgrowers and 
lumbermen, moreover, conduct operations on private as well as public land, and 
no matter where they operate require technical information and advice which 
Agriculture is best qualified to give. 

Commissioners Acheson, Pollock and Rowe, dissenting, recommended creation 
of a Department of Natural Resources, consolidating all agencies now manag- 
ing public land and water. The Department of the Interior would cease to 
exist and its functions, together with those of the Forest Service, would be 
transferred to the new Department. The dissenting Commissioners envisioned 
a rather decentralized department. Natural resources, according to them, 
require unified treatment at regional levels. The dissenters therefore proposed 
that responsibility for regional development be placed in the hands of regional 
udministrators, and that conflicts between regions be resolved by the Secretary 
of the Department. 


A proposal for immediate adoption 


The case for coordinated mauagement of all resources is a strong one, and 
the plan advanced by the dissenting Commissioners is worthy of serious con- 
sideration. But adoption seems at present politically impractical. The jealousies 
between Interior and Agriculture are deep-seated: officials of both agencies 
fear a loss of influence in a new department consolidating their activities. 
Other Government agencies, particularly the Army Corps of Engineers, would 
resist any attempt to transfer their functions to a new department. Private 
groups, Which benefit from the present separation of water and land develop- 
ment, would also oppose coordination of these activities. 

The majority proposal, on the other hand, would not meet the same resistance. 
And since unification of the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service 
is certainly a step in the right direction, expediency dictates immediate adoption 
of the majoity plan. 

The majority’s choice of Agriculture over Interior to house both the Bureau 
of Land Management and the Forest Service is a good one. First, the Forest 
Service’s research facilities are far more extensive than the Bureau of Land 
Management's, and the Service receives assistance from other Agriculture 
research bureaus, Second, the Forest Service has established a better con- 
servation record than the Bureau of Land Management. The generally good 
and improving condition of national-forest range and timber is directly at- 
tributable to the success of Forest Service policies. Third, the Forest Service 
has maintained independence from users of range land, while the Bureau of 
Land Management has been forced to cede many of its powers to the stockmen 
whose activities it is supposed to regulate. Finally, Congress apparently lacks 
confidence in the Bureau of Land Munagement, and its approval of a consolida- 
tion of range and forest administration in that agency seems too much to 
hope for. The Forest Service, on the other hand, has wide public support for 
its efficient and impartial practices. Unification of public range and forest 
activities in Agriculture is both a practical and desirable short-range objective. 
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Exuisir D 
List oF AGRICULTURAL COMMITTEE 


Chairman: John Stuart, Quaker Oats Co. 

Special consultant: Charles Dana Bennett, Foundation for American Agriculture. 
Harry J. Beernink, Washington Cooperative Farmers Association 
R. N. Benjamin, Pennsylvania Farm Bureau Cooperative Association 
Clark L. Brody, Farm Bureau Services, Inc. 

Db. W. Brooks, Cotton Producers Association 

H. H. Cherry, Cherry-Burrell Corp. 

Chris Christensen, Celotex Corp. 

A. R. Crabb, E. H. Brown Advertising Agency 

John El. Davis, National Council of Farmer Cooperatives 
W. P. Davis, New England Milk Producers Association 
Clyde C. Edmonds, Utah Poultry and Farmers Cooperative 
Vollmer W. Fries, The White Motor Co. 

Ken BE. Geyer, Connecticut Milk Producers Association 
Furman H. Gyger, Jr., Kimipverton, Va. 

Kleber H. Hadsell, Hadsell Sheep Co. 

Cliff M. Hall, National Grange Monthly 

Thomas P. Harney, West Chester, Pa. 

Kit Haynes, National Council of Farmers Cooperatives 

T. J. Hitech, Tennessee Farm Bureau Federation 

Edward F. Holter, National Grange. 

Cliff R. Hope, Jr., Hutchinson, Vence, Hope & Fleming 

Cc. B. Hutchison, University of California 

Frank W. Jenks, International Harvester Co. 

John Lacey, American Farm Bureau Federation 

R. J. Laible, Funk Brothers Seed Co. 

James A. McConnell, Cooperative GLF Exchange, Inc. 

A. J. McFadden, California Walnut Growers Association 
C. L. Mast, Jr., Agricultural Leaders’ Digest 

Daniel W. Parker, Parker Pen Co. 

M. F. Peckels, International Harvester Co. 

kK. J. Purcell, University of Denver 

Ward L. Quaal, Clear Channel Broadcasting Service 
Walter L. Randolph, Alabama Farm Bureau Federation 
J. S. Russell, Des Moines Register Tribune 

Glenn W. Sample, Indiana Farm Bureau Federation 
Walter A. Shead, Western Newspaper Union 

Warren Shoemaker, Armour & Co. 

Charles B. Shuman, Illinois Agricultural Association 

H. E. Slusher, Missouri Farm Bureau Federation 
Lynwood Smith, American Dairies, Indiana 

John Strohm, Country Gentleman 

E. 8. Trask, Upper Snake River Valley Dairymen’s Association 
Herbert W. Voorhees, New Jersey Farm Bureau Federation 
R. A. Ward, Pacific Wool Growers 

Louis Ware, International Mineral and Chemical Corp. 
Rawleigh Warner, Pure Oil Co. 

Frank W. White, Minnesota Farm Bureau Federation 

C, Maurice Wieting, Ohio Farm Bureau Federation 
Francis Wilcox, California Growers Exchange 

Byron Wilson, Wyoming Wool Growers Association 
kdward F. Wilson, Wilson & Co. 

W. G. Wysor, Southern States Cooperative 
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(The additional amendments suggested by the Citizens Committee 
for the Hoover Report are as follows :) 


[COMMITTEE PRINT] 
AUGUST 14, 1951 


PROPOSED CHANGES IN 8. 1149 


Additional amendments as suggested by the Citizens Committee for the Hoover 
Report printed in italics—suggested deletions indicated by bold brackets— 
October 19, 1951 


[S. , S2d Cong., Ist sess. ] 
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
AvuGUsT—, 1951 


Mr. AIKEN (for himself, Mr. O’CoNor, Mr. McCarruy, Mr. Tart, Mr. Ferauson, 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. LopGre, Mr. DouGLas, Mr. Benton, Mr. DuFr, Mr. 
SALTONSALL, Mr. IvEs, and Mr. DIRKSEN) introduced the following bill; which 
was read twice and referred to the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments 

A BILL To provide for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That this Act shall be known as the “Depart- 

ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of [1951] 7951.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture shall examine and from time to time 
reexamine the organization and management of all agencies of the Department of 
Agriculture to accomplish the following purposes : 

(1) Reduction of expenditures and promotion of economy to the fullest extent 
consistent with the efficient operation of Department programs; elimination of 
facilities, stations, and offices that are not necessary to such operation ; coordin- 
ation of programs and operations ; and observance of good management. 

(2) The utilization of the Agricultural Consultation Service by other agencies 
within the Department, as the service for disseminating information (except 
necessary instructions incidental to the conduct of operating programs) and con- 
ducting agricultural educational programs of the Department for farmers und 
the public through established channels, 

(3) Full cooperation with State and local agencies in promoting soil, water, 
and forest conservation as a part of national resource conservation and develop- 
ment programs, and in promoting research, extension, marketing, and regulatory 
programs, and other agricultural objectives and services. 

(4) The administration of the activities of the Department that involve man- 
agement of federally owned land in the field through regional offices reflecting 
relevant geographical factors and the use of effective State and local producers 
advisory groups [to the extent] wherever possible provided that actual admin 
istration of programs should be the responsibility of the Department subject to 
any cooperative arrangements with the State or States involved. 

C65) (A) The organization, at State levels, of field 2dministration of programs, 
for the purpose of maintaining close liaison with related activities under State 
programs, and of merging services at county levels and to farmer units so as to 
minimize duplicating and unnecessary employees, but with due regard to avoiding 
divided authority.J 

Ci 8B) The organization, at county levels, of agricultural councils comprised of 
representatives of each of the several departmental services, for the purpose of 
interchanging information as to their programs and activities, and promoting 
efficiency in their operations] 

(5) (A) The organization, at State levels, of Department of Agriculture per- 
sonnel engaged in ficld administration of programs, for the purpose of maintain- 
ing close liaison with related activities under States programs, and of merging or 
closely integrating services at county levels and to farmer units so as to minimize 
duplicating and unnecessary Federal employees, and other personnel in part com- 
pensated from Federal funds and with due regard to avoiding overlapping duties 
and responsibilities in connection with Federal and State programs. 
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(B) The organization, at county levels, of agricultural groups or committees 
comprised of representatives of each of the several Federal agricultural services, 
for the purpose of interchanging information as to their programs and activities, 
and promoting efficiency in their operations and to cooperate with county and 
State personnel engaged in agricultural programs. 

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to effectuate the 
purposes specified in subsection (a) of this section. He shall make a special 
report to the Congress prior to the submission of the budget estimate for the de 
partment for the fiscal year ending June 30, [1952] 1954, setting forth in detail 
the extent he deems the purposes specified in subsection (a) of this section 
have been effectuated together with such draft legislation as he deems necessary 
[to completely effectuate] for complete effectuation of such purposes. 

Sec. 3. There shall be in the Department of Agriculture [one] tivo additional 
Assistant [Secretary] Secretaries of Agriculture, who shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, who shall perform 
such duties as the Secretary of Agriculture shall prescribe, and who each shall 
receive compensation at the rate prescribed by law for Assistant Secretaries of 
executive departments. 

Sec. 4. [There] /n addition to the three Assistant Secretaries of Agriculture 
there shall be in the Department of Agriculture an Administrative Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture, who shall be appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture 
under the claswéfied civil service, who shall perform such duties as the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall prescribe, and who shall receive Compensation at the maa- 
imum rate payable, to enplovees in the classified civil service under the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended. 

Sec. 5. (a) Except as otherwise provided in subsection (b) of this section, 
there are hereby transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture all functions of 
all other officers of the Department of Agriculture and all functions of all agencies 
and employees of such Depatment. 

(b) This section shall not apply to the functions vested by the Administrative 
Procedure Act (60 Stat. 237) in hearing examiners employed by the Department 
of Agriculture nor to the functions of the corporations of the Department of 
Agriculture or under its supervision, nor to the functions of the boards of 
directors and officers of such corporations, or of the Advisory Board of the Com 
modity Credit Corporation. 

(c) The Secretary of Agriculture may from time to time make such pro- 
Visions as he shall deem appropriate authorizing the performance by any other 
officer, employee, or agency of the Department of Agriculture of any function 
of the Secretary, including any function transferred to the Secretary by the pro 
Visions of this Act. 

(d) The Secretary of Agriculture may from time to time effect such transfers 
within the Department of Agriculture of any of the records, property, personnel, 
and unexpended balances (available or to be made available) of appropriations, 
allocations, and other funds of such Department as he may deem necessary in 
order to carry out the provisions of this Act: Provided, That the unexpended 
balances so transferred shall be used only for the parposes for which originally 
appropriated. 

Sec. 6. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to reor- 
ganize the Department of Agriculture so that all of its operational functions at 
the seat of the Government will be grouped into the following eight major ad- 
ministrative services: 

1. Staff Service. 

2. Research Service. 

» Agricultural Consultation Service 

4. Agricultural Resources Conservation Service. 

» Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service. 

6. Regulatory Service. , 

(. Agricultural Credit Service. 

S. Rural Electrification [Service] Administration. 

In carrying out the provisions of this subsection the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall be guided by the recommendations as to departinental structure that were 
contained in the [report] reports on the Department of Agriculture made by 
the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government, 
and the portions of Appendic M to that report which are consistent with such 


reconmmendations, 
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Sec. 7. (a) There are hereby transferred (1) from the Department of the 
Interior to the Secretary of Agriculture the functions of the Bureau of Land 
Management (except as respects mining and mineral resources, the conduct of 
cadastral surveys, classification of the public domain into proper use, adminis- 
tration of homestead and other land disposal and withdrawal laws and custody 
of the public land records, and the functions of the Secretary of the Interior 
in relation thereto; and (2) from the Federal Security Agency, the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Security Agency, and the Commissioner of Education, to 
the Secretary of Agriculture the functions of administering so much of the 
provisions of the Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act as amended, the Act 
of March 10, 1924, the Vocational Education Act of 1946, the Act of March 3, 
1931 (20 U.S. C., ch. 2), and the Act of March 18, 1950, as relate to agriculture 
and the training of agricultural teachers including the administration of pay- 
ments to States of the amounts referred to in subsections (e), (f), (g), and (h) 
of this section. [The Administrative unit administering the functions trans- 
ferred from the Federal Security Agency, together with the Extension Service 
and the Soil Conservation Service shall be included as autonomous units in the 
Agricultural Consultation Service and none such units shall be subordinate to 
any other of such units.J 

(b) All property and records relating primarily to the functions transferred 
under this section are transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(c) All pesonnel whose chief duties relate to the functions transferred under 
this section are transferred to the Department of Agriculture. Any of the per- 
sonnel transferred by this section to the Department of Agriculture which the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall find to be in excess of the personnel necessary 
for the administration of the functions transferred shall, in accordance with 
the law, be retransferred to other positions in the Government or separated 
from service. 

(d) All unexpended balances of appropriations, allocations, and other funds, 
which the Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall determine relate primarily 
to the functions transferred under this section, are transferred to the Secretary 
of Agriculture for use in the administration of the functions so transferred, 
but such unexpended balances so transferred shall be used only for the purposes 
for which such appropriation was originally made. [Thirty-seven per centum 
($206,800) of the funds authorized to be appropriated annually to the Office of 
Education, Federal Security Agency, for administration of all phases of voca- 
tional education under the provisions of section 7 of the Smith-Hughes Voca- 
tional Education Act of February 23, 1917, as amended, and section 9 of the 
Vocational Education Act of 1946, shall hereafter be authorized to be appro- 
priated annually to the Department of Agriculture for use in the administration 
of the functions transferred from the Federal Security Agency. Nothing in this 
Act shall be interpreted to change, alter, or abridge the powers of State boards 
for vocational education in the administration of programs of agricultural edu- 
cation within the several States, Territories, and insular possessions.} 

Cie) Fifty per centum of all funds authorized to be appropriated for the 
training of teachers under the provisions of section 4 of the Smith-Hughes 
Vocational Education Act of February 23, 1917, as amended, shall hereafter be 
authorized to be appropriated to the Department of Agriculture for certification 
to the Secretary of the Treasury of the amounts which each State is entitled 
to receive for the training of teachers of vocational agriculture, said sums to be 
allotted in the same manner as prescribed in section 2 of the Smith-Hughes 
Vocational Education Act of February 23, 1917, as amended, except that the 
allotment to any State shall not be less than a minimum of $5,000 for any fiscal 
year.] 

(e) Transfer of functions under clause (1) of subsection (a) of this section 
shall not be construed to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to transfer any 
land into the national forests, but the land presently administered by the Bureau 
of Land Management shall remain in its present category, and subject to the 
present law, regulations, and policies except for any such lands as may here- 
after be classified for disposal, either for permanent withdrawal or for other 
use by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Cif) Fifty per centum of the funds authorized to be appropriated for allot- 
ment to the Territory of Hawaii under the provisions of section 4 of the Act of 
March 10, 1924 (an Act to extend the provisions of certain laws to the Territory 
of Hawaii), shall hereafter be authorized to be appropriated to the Department 
of Agriculture for certification to the Secretary of the Treasury for allotment 
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to the Territory for paying the salaries of teachers, supervisors and directors of 
agricultural subjects, and for the training of teachers.] 

(f) Within twelve months of the date of transfer of functions under clause 
(1) of subsection (a) of this section the Secretary of Agriculture shall prepare 
and submit to the Committee on Agriculture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry of the Senate a program for com- 
bining the management of forestry and grazing resources under a single Forestry 
and Range Service, together with necessary legislation to assure that all lands 
included in such program will be subject to uniform laws and regulations with 
respect to grazing and forestry uses. 

Cig) Of the $105,000 authorized to be appropriated for allotment to Puerto 
Rico under the provisions of section 1 of the Act of March 3, 1931 (20 U.S. C., 
ch. 2) (an Act to extend the provisions of certain laws relating to vocational 
education and civilian rehabilitation to Puerto Rico), $35,000 shall hereafter be 
authorized to be appropriated to the Department of Agriculture for certification 
to the Secretary of the Treasury for allotment to Puerto Rico. Of such sum 
$30,000 shall be available only for the salaries of teachers of agricultural sub- 
jects, and $5,000 shall be available only for the maintenance of teacher training 
and supervision of agricultural education.] 

C(h) Fifty per centum of the funds authorized to be appropriated for allot- 
ment to the Virgin Islands under the provisions of the Act of Mareh 18, 1950 
(an Act to extend the benefits of the Vocational Education Ae of 1946 to the 
Virgin Islands), shall hereafter be authorized to be appropriated to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for certification to the Secretary of the Treasury for allotment 
to the Virgin Islands for use in the promotion of vocational education in agri- 
culture, upon the same terms and conditions as allotments to the several States, 
but with such modification as the Secretary of Agriculture shall deem necessary 
to meet the special conditions existing in the Virgin Islands.] 

[C(i)] (g) Transfer of functions under clause (2) of subsection (a) shall not 
be construed to modify in any way the over-all conditions or the basic procedures 
under which the Secretary of Agriculture shall make payments [shall be made 
to States except that payments with respect to agriculture shall be made by the 
Secretary of Agriculture] to States. 

C(j) (%) The administration of State vocational agricultural programs shall 
be carried on in accordance with established practice and through established 
State and local channels. 

Sec. 8. (a) So much of section 32 of the Act approved August 24, 1935, as 
amended (U.S. C., title 7, sec. 612c), as precedes clause (1) thereof is amended 
to read as follows: “There is authorized to be appropriated such sums of money 
as Congress may deem necessary for use by the Secretary of Agriculture to”. 

(b) The first, third, and fourth sentences of the second paragraph of such 
section 32 are amended by striking out in each of said sentences “the sums ap- 
propriated under this section” and inserting in lieu thereof “Sums appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization provided for in this section”. 

Sec. 9. Effective one hundred and twenty days after the date of enactment 
of this Act, all existing local, county, and State agricultural committees (except 
as hereafter exempted) created by authority of Federal law and participating in, 
or advising with respect to, the formulation or administration of any programs 
of the Department of Agriculture are abolished. Effective one hundred and 
twenty days after the date of enactment of this Act the functions of such com- 
mittees (except those which will be exercised by State and county agricultural 
advisory councils created under section 10 of this Act) are transferred to and 
shall be exercised by such agency or agencies or personnel of the Department of 
Agriculture as the Secretary of Agriculture may direct. The agricultural credit 
service Ccommittee] committees, and the advisory committees on grazing and 
forestry in the county and State and the functions thereof are exempt from this 
section. 

Sec. 10. (a) [There is authorized to be created in each State one State agri- 
cultural advisory council and in each agricultural county therein one. county 
agricultural advisory council.] To perform functions other than those -of the 

\gricultural Credit Service Committees and the advisory committees on grazing 
und forestry there is authorized to be created in each State one State agricultural 
advisory council and in each agricultural county therein one county agricultural 
advisory council, 

(b) (1) Each county agricultural advisory council created pursuant to this 
section shall be composed of five individuals who shall be elected by farmers 
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residing in the county from among their number. F 
section a farmer shall be one who derives the principal part of his or her income 
from farming. ‘The term of office of the members of the county agricultural 
advisory council shall be for five years: Provided, That at the initial election the 
terms shall be staggered up to five years as the interim State agricultural 
advisory council nay direct so that only one term will expire in any 
one year. A county agricultural advisory council member who has served for 
five years continuously shall not be eligible for reelection until at least one 
year has elapsed after the completion of his service: Provide d, That this shall 
not prevent a member initially elected for a term of less than five years from 
being reelected for a regular five-year term. The county agricultural advisory 
council shall elect a chairman and vice chairman from among its number and 
# secretary Who may or may not be a mmeber ang may 
mittees as it deems necessary, 


‘or the purposes of this sul 


establish such subeom- 


(2) The county agricultural advisory council shall be furnished the ne 
office and other space in the major building housing th 
tural functions, 

(¢) Each State agricultura) advisory 
Shall be composed of thirteen indiv 


“'PSSrL! \ 


e other county agricul 


council created pursuant to this section 
iduals, seven of whom shall be elected by the 
chairmen of the county agricultural advisory councils from 
ship of such councils and six of whom shall be the 
respective designees : The State secretary of agriculture or corresponding ofticial, 
the director of the State agricultural experiment station, the director of the 
State agricultural extension service, the chairman of the State soil conservation 
committee, the State director or Supervisor of vocational] agriculture, and the 
head of the State conservation department or corresponding official. In States 
Where the director of the agricultural experiment station and the director of the 
State agricultural ex tension service is the same person, such person shall desig 
nate one person from either of these services to 
other person designated by him) on the State councils created pursuant to this 
section. The State agri: ultural advisory council] shall elect a chairman and vice 
chairman from among its members and a secretary who may or may not be a 
member and may establish such subcommittees at 

(d) There is authorized to he created in each State 
advisory council to be composed of the 
designees: the State secretary of 


among the member- 
following officials, or their 


serve with him (or with an 


its deems necessary. 

an interim State acricultural 
following six officials or their respective 
agriculture or corresponding official, the diree- 
tor of the State agricultural experiment station, the director of the State agri- 
cultural extension ser\ ice, the chairman of the State soil conservation Committee. 
the State director or supervisor of voeational agriculture, and the head of the 
State conservation department or corresponding official. 


The interim State agri 
cultural advisory council shall come int 


© being upon the filing with the Secretary 
of Agriculture of a Statement signed hy the six individuals who will compose the 
council that they desire to proceed in accordance with this section. Each in- 
terim State agricultural advisory council created pursuant to this section shal] 
promptly initiate action leading to the election of the members of the county 
agricultural advisory councils and, in turn, the election of the seven elected mem- 
bers of the State agricultural advisory council. The interim State agricultural 
advisery council shall. subject to subsections (bh) and (ec) of this section. pre- 
scribe the initial terms for memberships for each county agricultural advisory 
council, and such rules as to organization, elections, and iIneetings of the county 
agricultural advisory councils and the State agricultural} advisory council as it 
deems necessary. On completion of the election of the members of the State 
agricultural advisory council the interim State agricultural advisory council 
shall file a statement with the Secretary of Agriculture that the county agricul- 
tural advisory councils and the State agricultural uivisory council have been 
created under this section. together with a list of members of the councils, 
advisory council shall be dissolved. 
il shall, subject to subsections 


Whereupon the interim State agricultural 
The State agricultural ady isory coune 


(hb) and (¢) 
of this section, have the 


Same rule-making powers as the Interim State 
cultural advisory council and may from time 


hy the interim State a¢ ricultural council 

fe) Each member of a county agricultural advis« ry council shall Ereceive 
compensation of not more than & annually and shall serve as many as, 
but not more than. fifty full workdays per year if] serres when rer 
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agricultural advisory council members shall [each receive compensation of not 
more than S annually and shall serve as many as, but not more than, 

full workdays per year if] serres whenever called on to serve by the Secretary 
of Agriculture or the State agricultural advisory council chairman. [Both] 
No State and county agricultural advisory council member shall receive campen- 
sation except that both the county and the elected State agricultural advisory 
council members shall [also] be paid necessary out-of-pocket expenses incurred 
by them in the performance of their duties as such members. 

(f) It shall be the function of the State and county agricultural advisory 
councils created pursuant to this section to advise [and cooperate in the adminis 
tration], on the State and local levels, [of] with respect to the programs of the 
{agricultural resources conservation service and the commodity marketing and 
adjustment service] Research Service, the Agricultural Consultation Service, the 
lgricultural Resources Conservation Service Cercept grazing and forestry) 
the Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service: and to advise with respect 
to operations under the Farmers Home Administration Act of 1946 (7 USC 1001 
ete.), Such State and county agricultural advisory councils are further author 
zed to make recommendations regarding administrative procedures of other 
services of the Department of Agricultue LRecommendation J Such recom 
mendations of the county agricultural advisory councils shall be made through 
the State agricultural advisory council The Department of [Agricultural] 
lgriculture shall cooperate with the State and county agricultural advisory 
councils, and all programs of the Department relating to the work of the Re- 
search Service, the Agricultural Consultation Service, the Agricultural Resources 
Conservation Service (cacept grazing and forestry), and the Commodity Market 
ing and Adjustment Service, and functions under the Farmers Home Ldminix 
tration Act of 1946 shall be administered with the full knowledge and coopera 
tion of the appropriate State agricultural advisory councils. 

Nec. 11. (a) In addition to the local advisory boards of grazing permittees 
established or recognized pursuant to the provisions of existing statutes, there 
shall be established under rules and regulations promulgated by the Secretary 
of Agriculture State advisory boards clected bu and from local advisor hoards 
of grazing permittees and a national advisory board elected by and from the 
State advisory boards of grazing permittees to fanetion with respect to grazing 
matters at State and national levels in a similar manner as the local advisory 
hoards function on the local level, and provision may also be mde for the appoint- 
ment of a wildlife re prese ntative on such hoards to adrise on wildlife proble wis 
Such boards shall be established and the members thereof (other than the aild 
life representative) shall he elected in such manner as will be equitable and 
rill provide fair representation for the raisers of all classes of livestor 

(b) In order to obtain the views and recommendations of the 4 ) MR 
of the national forests and their resources concerning a balanced prog of 


i tiple use of the national forests, there are hereby autho ized it ‘ extabl shed 


nder such rules and regulations as the Secretary may issue. 4 fional forest 
iitiple-use advisory councils Nuch councils may be established for anu na 
onal forest. for groups of national forests, and for all national forests Nyvel 
councils shall consist of not less than fire nor more than tivelre members whe 
shall be appointed by the Sceeretary In appointing the me } s of such coun 
x, consideration shall be giren to thre ariouse interests cone booth the Re 
nd dministration of the national fore STS, we luding, but not nit fo, timber, 
grazing, wildlife, recreation, water, and the deneral public lhe Ne ela) iv 
fer to such councils anu matter affecting the use of the ional forests or any 
portion thereof: and any matter affecting wn eltiple wse, ihiel ‘ f ed to be 
‘ferred toa local, Ntate, or national grazing ad £0Oru hoard, shall also be ( 
red to the appropriate multiple use advisoru council Such councils may at 

( i time submit their recommendations with respect toa mat arigiD j 


connection with the use and administration of the national fore 


Spe, [11] 72. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture sha nstitute ‘ ey of a 


ederal agricultural research stations and substations with ¢ ‘ f : 
posing of those facilities where work has been completed o sh dupl 
elsewhere and which therefore are not necessary to the eflicient one tion of the 
Department. Any station or substation determined to be unnecessary shall lb 
offered to the State wherein the station or substation is located dif the Stat 
desires the station or substation the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby auth: 


zed to transfer such station or substation to the State with or without consicde 
tion, under such terms as he deems to be mutually fain rhe Secret f Agr 











76 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


culture shall keep the appropriate committees of Congress advised as to any 
such station or substation not desired by the State or as to which the State and 
Secretary of Agriculture are unable to agree upon the terms of transfer. 

(b) New research stations shall be established only after the Secretary of 
Agriculture has determined that existing Federal-State facilities cannot be de- 
veloped to fill the need, and [has advised] after ninety days’ notice to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry of the Senate of such determination and of his intention 
to establish such [stations] station and of the reasons therefor. 

Sec. [12] 13. When used in this Act, the term “agency” means any agency, 
commission, council, corporation, board, authority, administration, division, 
bureau, service, section, or other administrative unit in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Sec. [13] 14. The Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall make, contract 
for, or otherwise cause to be made a study of the Federal regulatory functions 
exercised with respect to food and drugs, including (a) the present distribution 
of such functions between the Federal Security Agency, the Federal Trade Com- 
mission, and the Department of Agriculture; (b) the requirements imposed and 
the procedures required by each such agency in performing his functions; (c) 
the areas of overlapping or doubtful authority; and (d) the practical effects on 
producers, manufacturers, distributors, and consumers of the present distribu- 
tion of such functions between, and their exercise by, such agencies. Such in- 
vestigation shall include public hearings, after due notice and opportunity for 
hearing, to all persons and associations interested. Such study shall be sub- 
mitted to the Congress on or before July 30 [1952] 1953, and shall include a plan, 
together with necessary legislative recommendations, for consolidating insofar 
as feasible, food regulatory functions [in the Department of Agriculture and], 
and for consolidating insofar as possible drug regulatory functions [in the Fed- 
eral Security Agency] under the administration of agencies best suited to 
pereform such functions. The cost of the study provided for by this section 
shall be paid out of funds available to the Bureau of the Budget for administra- 
tive management purposes. 


The Cnatrman. Mr. McCormick, I assume you will be in attend- 
ance at the hearings and will be available for any counsel the com- 
mittee might need ? 

Mr. McCormick. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Thank you very much. 

The committee stands in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Thereupon, at 12 noon, the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
10 a. m., Wednesday, August 29, 1951.) 
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REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 29, 1951 


Unitep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN 
THE Executive DEPARTMENTS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 357, Senate 
Office Building, Hon. John L. McClellan (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators McClellan, Underwood, and Dworshak. 

Present also: Senator Aiken; Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk; 
Glenn K. Shriver, professional staff member, and Ann M. Grickis, 
assistant chief clerk. 

The CuarrMan. The committee will come to order. 

Before we begin I should like to make this observation. Two or 
three members of the committee may be able to attend the hearings 
later on this morning, but we have a rather difficult situation because a 
number of them are out of town, some are occupied with other official 
duties, and cannot be present at these hearings. 

Our first witness this morning is Dr. Doane. 

We are happy to have you, sir, and I ask that before you proceed 
you identify yourself for the record. I see you have a prepared state- 
ment, and you may proceed either to file your statement for the record, 
or read it, as you desire. 


STATEMENT OF D. HOWARD DOANE, ST. LOUIS, MO., CHAIRMAN 
OF THE BOARD, DOANE AGRICULTURAL SERVICE, INC., AND 
FORMER MEMBER OF THE HOOVER COMMISSION TASK FORCE 
ON AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES; APPEARING ON BEHALF OF 
THE UNITED STATES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Dr. Doane. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I will read my statement, if it is acceptable. 

My name is D. Howard Doane. I live in St. Louis, Mo. I am 
chairman of the board of the Doane Agricultural Service, Inc., and 
was a member of the Agricultural Task Force of the Hoover Com- 
mission and the Study Group of the Pace Committee of the House 
on the Reorganization of the Agricultural Research Administration. 

I am here to speak in support of S. 1149, on behalf of the Chamber 
of Commerce of the United States, being a member of the agricultural 
committee of that organization. 

The Hoover Commission was created by Congress to discover ways 
in which essential functions of government could be performed effec- 
tively at less cost to the taxpayers. The chamber has been in hearty 


‘id 
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agreement with this attempt and supports generally all efforts to 
attain the Commission’s basic piureonpas 

In expressing this interest, and in preparing for the effectuation 
of the Commission’s cuakieamerian through legislation, we believe 
that such action will contribute to the basic welfare of all interests, 
both agricultural and nonagricultural. 

The chamber membership believes that the recommendations made 
by the Hoover Commission constitute the best guide at present avail- 
able for the improvement of governmental organization and opera- 
tion. Our members approved the following statement of policy at 
their 1950 annual meeting : 


There is increasing need for thoroughgoing reorganization of the executive 
branch of the Federal Government in the interest of economy and efficiency. 

The effectuation to the greatest extent practicable of legislation based on 
racommendations of the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of 
the Government should be encouraged by wide public support. 

There should be energetic legislative and administrative actions necessary 
to the realization of the intent of the Congress as expressed in the act creating 
the Commission. Of particular importance at this time is legislation which 
would consolidate the Federal medical service, modernize the postal service, place 
the accounting of the Government on a businesslike basis, overhaul the obsolete 
Federal personnel system, and give better service to our veteraus by reorganizing 
the functions of the Veterans’ Administration. 


The CHarrMan. We think we have accomplished that. 

Dr. Doane. Yes, I understand about half of the total program has 
already been enacted. 

The CHarrMan. I have reference to the accounting services of the 
Government. 

Dr. Doane. This is reading the whole resolution, however, and 
does not directly apply to what we are here to consider 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Dr. Doane (reading) : 


Other important measures which remain to be acted upon are those reorganiz- 
ing the agricultural and natural resources activities of the Federal Government. 

These measures aim to promote governmental economy, efficiency, and im- 
proved scrvice in the transaction of the public business through better execution 
of the laws, more effective management and expeditious administration; reduc- 
tion of expenditures; grouping and coordination of governmental functions 
according to major purposes; elimination of duplicating, overlapping or un- 
necessary functions or agencies, and careful definition and limitation of executive 
functions, services, and activities. If these measures are enacted and vigorously 
executed, vast savings are possible. 

In the interest of improving the structure and operation of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the conduct of needed activities in the most efficient and economical 
manner for accomplishment of essential results, the chamber should make every 
effort to develop public support for measures needed to realize these purposes 
and aims, 


The chamber has a basic interest in the welfare of agriculture. 
About 85 percent of the organizations that make up the chamber 
membership are located in the smaller and medium sized cities where 
agriculture is a vital industry and where the prosperity of many non- 
agricultural enterprises is largely dependent on the trade and in- 
dustry which grows out of the agriculture of the trade areas. 

Because of these basic facts, the chamber has a very real interest 
in S. 1149, affecting the organization and operation of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 
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The importance of the task of reorganizing the Department of 
Agriculture cannot be overemphasized. It is now a great sprawling 
unit of individuals and activities which covers the whole of the 
United States and outlying areas, with more than 20 bureaus, services, 
and administrations reporting to its head, the Secretary. 

Administratively, it is an impossibility and cert: iinly it is eco- 
nomically unsound. When the Hoover Commission task force began 
its work, we quickly recognized that reorganization as a reshuffling 
of units was an impossibility ; hence, we started with a clean slate and 
asked ourselves, over and over again, should or should not a Depart- 
ment of Agriculture have this or that function? We answered “Yes” 
in 6 cases, reduc ‘ing the major services about from 20 to 6, not in- 
cluding the staff, making a total of 7 as far as the task force is con- 
cerned. 

The Commission itself recommended the reduction of the 20 line 
units now reporting to the Secretary to 7, as shown in section 6 (a) 
of the bill. Good organization calls for three units reporting to the 
top administrator; six is the practical limit. This does not include 
the administrator’s staff. 

It took the agricultural task force almost a year to make the study 
and prepare its report. ‘To draft the plans and recommendations of 
our group into an acceptable bill for the consideration of Congress 
is indeed no small task. I marvel that so good a job was done in so 
short a time. 

If the objectives set forth by the task force and by the Commission 
itself are to be achieved, it becomes nec essary to follow them rather 
closely. 

Suggested additions and subtractions can and already have affected 
parts not directly related to sections wherein changes are made. The 
change of a word, as, for example, “advisory” to “administrative,” 
may make very great changes in the whole concept. 1 make these 
preliminary statements because some of the suggestions which fol- 
low tie back to them. 

I would like now to comment on a number of features of S. 1149. 
With your permission, I will ask Mr. William Wright of Deeth, Nev., 
a member of the board of directors of the chamber of commerce, 
to follow me with a discussion of the first part of section 7 (a). 

I would like to say in passing that to bring into one service the 
management of Government-owned land, whether that land is grow- 
ing grass, weed, cactus, scrub oak, or giant redwoods, is most im- 
portant. Before the marriage takes place there should be some pre- 
nuptial laws that set the pattern for handling this land. Govern- 
ment now owns about 25 percent of the land surface of the United 
States and 54 percent of the area of 11 Western States, taking an 

iverage. 

We need well-considered and carefully planned basic laws cover- 
ing land, water, and wildlife management. With this accomplished, 
the Department of Agriculture should be charged with management 
a ge ra 

. My first comment is that one of the most im portan decisions 
that Congress must make in perfecting this bill is to dee ide whether 
the six- or seven-line services under the Secretary shall perform all 
the work of the Department in their respective fields, 
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For example, shall all research be done by the research service; 
shall all the telling function of the Department be in one service, now 
called extension ? 

I believe in the present bill extension is called “consultation,” a 
misnomer, and the current term should be continued. Good organ- 
ization demands that the unit created to do research do all department 
research; the unit handling regulatory services do all of it; the unit 
handling agricultural credit do all of it, and so on through the whole 
organization. 

I have heard many times all the arguments to the contrary, but a 
study of sound organization procedures demands the maintenance of 
this principle, followed by most good organizations in education, 
merchandising, and industry. 

It is a well-recognized rule. 

At present major research activities are conducted by three to five 
other bureaus or services outside of the one created to do research. 
This is unsound, uneconomic, duplicating, and inefficient. All re- 
search should be done by the Research Administration and so on 
through for all the other services. 

2. S. 1149 calls for periodic examinations of the organization and 
functions of the Department of Agriculture. 

Your committee print calls for only one such examination, and that 
at a time which already is past. I believe a date was placed in these. 
I suggest that the Sec retary be required to make such reports annually 
prior to the submission of the budget. 

Then, too, in order to be fully effective, we think that examinations 
should not be made solely by officials within the Department. It 
would be desirable to have the views of the people who use services of 
the Department or are affected by its activities. In its everyday work, 
the Department touches many fields of economic activities in addition 
to - production of agricultural commodities. 

All credit functions should be in one service, as contemplated in 
anna 6 of your committee print, but the activities of organizations 
like the Farm Home Administration dealing in soft money and those 
like the farm loan banks now owned by the farmer borrowers should 
not be administered by the same officials. 

The Production Credit and the Bank for the Co-ops should be 
encouraged to get their affairs into the hands of the borrowers and 
the Government should be repaid its advances. 

With this accomplished, the Credit Service of the Department 
of Agriculture could be reduced, and the Government taken out of 
this hard money activity. Loans to Farm Home and REA represent 
a type of financing as now set up that should not be intermingled with 
the units just mentioned, although they should be parts of the same 
service. 

4. Section 2 (a) (6) of S. 1149 ealls for the administration of the 
soil conservation oe agricultural adjustment programs to be brought 
substantially in accordance with the recommendations 8 and 9 of the 
Hoover Commission. 

We regret that the committee print omits this section, for we con- 
sider these recommendations of major importance in the formulation 
of sound agricultural policy and in the interests of economy in Gov- 
ernment. 
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Recommendation 8 relating to conservation said: 


We recommend that conservation payments to a farmer should be restricted 
to those which will bring about adoption of complete and balanced conservation 
programs On his farm. They should not be used as income supplements in dis- 
guise. When the conservation plan on any farm has been completed, the 
payments to the owner should be stopped. 

The CHatrman. I want to thoroughly subscribe to that statement. 

Dr. Doaneg. If we had plenty of time I could enlarge upon it as a 
user of the service. 

The CHatkMAN. Yes. 

Dr. Doane. This recommendation No. 8 is directed toward accomp- 
lishment of a soil conservation program for the individual farm. We 
believe in the conservation of land and water resources so essential 
to agriculture and to the national welfare. Many of the organizations 
in the chamber membership are actively engaged in promoting con- 
servation practices in their own communities. 

But we believe also in economy in Government. Therefore, if the 
Congress considers it sound public policy to make payments to indi- 
viduals, those payments should be for a definite conservation purpose, 
and when that purpose has been accomplished, the payments should 
be stopped. 

In other words, the Government should not give away money just 
to be giving itaway. If conservation payments are continued beyond 
the time when the purpose for which they are made is accomplished, 
they do actually become “income supplements in disguise.” That 
is nothing more than a new name for subsidies. 

We believe that recommendation No. 8 spells out a specific formula 
which provides a program for maximum conservation at minimum 
expense. 

Raa sabinidahdee No. 9 of the Hoover Commission says: 

We recommend that [price and supply] adjustment program with respect to 
commodities and commodity groups should be operated on a stand-by rather than 
a continuous basis. 

Of course, that gets down to the basic concept. Thus the Commis- 
sion thought that agricultural adjustment programs should be oper- 
ated only as needed, and, therefore, there is no need for the mainte- 
nance of a large and expensive organization for administrative 
purposes, 

The determination as to when the operation of adjustment pro- 
grams may be required may make necessary periodic reexaminations 
of criteria already established by Congress to guide the administrators. 

We strongly urge that the provisions of S. 1149 incorporating rec- 
ommendations 8 and 9 of the Hoover Commission be retained in the 
bill which you will approve finally. To accomplish most in the reor- 
ganization of the Department of Agriculture in regard to saving the 
taxpayers’ money, we must look to the Commodity Marketing and 
Adjustment Service, to be created under section 6 (a) of the com- 
mittee print. 

I should like to discuss at length, if time permitted, the sound 
philosophy behind the Hoover Commission recommendations for this 
service. We spend many, many millions to offset the effects of imbal. 
ance between production and consumption and do little or nothing 
to prevent it. | 
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The task force proposed the creation of a unit whose sole function 
would be prevention of imbalance. This unit should use every tool 
known to the profession to accomplish its objectives. Only after all 
efforts at prevention by Federal, State, and private agencies had 
failed would we step in with such measures as subsidies, loans, ceil- 
ings, floors, acreage controls, and marketing allotments. 

These self-defeating uneconomic procedures should be only last 
resort measures. If and when the situation becomes so desperate that 
they have to be used, and, of course, the money that goes with them, 
the Commodity Credit should come in as a bank, and ‘only as a bank, 
to handle funds both outgoing and incoming. 

Within this area lies the opportunity for making the savings in 
agriculture for which the Hoover Commission was created. 

®. Section 3 of S. 1149 contains a departure from the Hoover Com- 
mission recommendations, in that it provides for three additional 
Assistant Secretaries in the Department of Agriculture. The Hoover 
Commission recommended two, as provided for in your committee 
print. 

While the national chamber is reluctant to approve the creation of 
additional offices in established agencies at a time when the costs of 
Government continue to rise, we defer to the judgment of the Commis- 
sion in this respect in the hope that there will result a tighter adminis- 
trative control which will tend to prevent wastes. 

6. Section 7 (a) of the committee print deals in part with the Soil 
Conservation Service. 

The proposed transfer of the service to the Agricultural Consulta- 
tion Service should be eliminated because it is a significant departure 
from the recommendations of the Hoover Commission that— 

All major soil, range, and forest conservation agencies be brought into the 
Agriculture Resources Conservation Service. 

We endorse section 8 of the committee print which would amend 
section 32 of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1935 to provide more 
direct control by Congress of funds which have been extensive ‘ly used 
for price supports. This is in accordance with pocammnmidation No. 
11 of the Hoover Commission and seems to be in accordance with 
sound principles of government. 

Section 32 sets aside annu: lly 30 percent of customs receipts to en 
courage exportation and domestic consumption of agricultural prod 
ucts. Section 8 of S. 1149 would eliminate this 30 percent allocation 
and would provide that Congress affirmatively would have to ap 
propriate money for this purpose. 

We believe that such an extension of congressional control of funds 
would tend to contribute to economy, because funds would be made 
available only to the extent of the need. Under the present system, 
there is no direct connection between the amount of funds made avail- 
able from customs receipts and the amount needed. 

8. Sections 9 and 10 of the committee print relate to the field or- 
ganization of the Department, particularly with respect to the adjust- 
ment and conservation programs. This is a matter concerning which 

there has been a great amount of complaint in recent years. 

We approve specifically the provision for staggered 5-year terms for 
members of the county advisory councils, 
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The creation of State and county councils is the one item in this 
reorganization program that has deep political significance. If the 
law allows the creation in each State of a series of councils that get 
their pay and instruction from the Secretary of Agriculture, there 
will be placed in his hands the most potent political tool yet devised. 

We have already had demonstrations of how a Secretary can call 
farmers to meetings, pay their expenses, and in some cases their per 
diems, to hear talks on subjects not related to how to sprout potatoes 
and slop hogs and pail the old cows. 

It is this section of the law that will go far toward settling the 
question of whether the Department of Agriculture stops at the State 
line and deals with the land-grant colleges on the tr: aditional grant 
in-aid basis, or whether we have straight-line activities from Wash- 
ington to the farmer. This one item can well be the turning point 
bet ween complete Federal controls versus decentralization. 

The CuatrmMan. Do you have any suggestions as to how we can 
amend this bill so as to safeguard against the danger that you 
speak of? 

It has a very strong appeal to me to have the State and county 
councils or committees. I think they play a very important part in 
this agriculture program. But how to set them up so that they can 
not be used as political tools for this administration or any other, 

r for local politics or national politics, is a question. 

"Be you have any concrete suggestions in that regard, and, if so, 
[ should like to have them, because I cert: ainly hope that this com 
mittee can find some safeguard to write in the bill in that respect. 

Dr. Doanr., That pleases me very much, Mr. Chairman. Our task 
force spent a lot of time on that subject because we realized that 
exactly what you have just finished saying is true. 

If accept: able to you, I will be elad to consult with the avallable 
members of the task force and see if we can get the material that you 
have asked, and be specific in that regard. I would like very much 
to do it, rather than make an off-the-cuff suggestion at this time. 

The CnairMan. Very well, 1 would appreciate it if you would sub- 
mit something to us, for our consideration, It is something that I 
am personally a n, and I want to see it dealt with in this 
bill. 

I do not want to leave the door wide open here. 

At the moment, I do not have any definite plan or idea about how 
to do it, and I would like to have your suggestions. 

Dr. Doane. It will be easy for us to pick up the threads that we 
worked on and get it into a concrete statement.’ I believe the Secre- 
tary submitted a statement here to your committee the other day, 
and if my arithmetic happens to be mght in terms of addition, there 
are something like 36,000 of these State, regional, and county district 
committees not members. 

The Cuarrman. Well, it is the hop ve of greatly reducing those by 
the provisions of this bill. It is not so much the number—although 
I think that is an excessive number—but if we are going to reorganize, 
we need to try to consolidate into one general committee. 


Up to the time of printing this material had not been completed, and was 
Submitted to the committee for its consideration at a later date 
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Dr. Doane. You will have plenty of support from the standpoint 
of those of us who have had to work with this conglomeration of 
difficulty. 

The present plan as stated in the bill seems adequate except for 
the item ‘of payment of a per diem for services. e listen to the 
man who pays us. We can get better farmers on these councils with- 
out paying them than we can by paying them. We strongly recom- 
mend as did the Hoover Commission, that no per diems be paid to 
State or county council members. 

The Cuamman. That is the position I had taken. I believe if the 
taxpayers can provide the services and pay the expenses of the ad- 
ministration, then the farmers, in whose interests the program is 
sponsored and provided, should be willing to give their time to help 
themselves without the taxpayers having to pay them for their time. 

Dr. Doane. That is fine to hear you say that, and I am sure that 
is another item on which you can get generous support—although not 
universal. 

9. Under section 11, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized, as 
recommended by the Hoover Commission, to survey research stations 
and substations with a view of eliminating such of them as are not 
deemed necessary and useful to the Department. This is not a new 
suggestion. 

It came up with a great deal of emphasis when we were working 
on the Pace subcommittee of the House on the reorganization of the 
Research Administration. 

If it works as it has in the past, none will be eliminated. I per 
sonally believe that an independent agency should be authorized by 
Congress to make the survey and, after hearings, make the transfers 
and eliminations. 

In summary, we believe that S. 1149 and the committee print, except 
in the instances noted, conform in general to the Hoover Commission 
recommendations. We hope that they may be brought even closer 
into line. 

As I said at the beginning, the chamber endorses the general pro 
visions of this legislation in the belief that it wil] contribute to better 
government, — 

Thank you very much. 

The CHarrman. Dr. Doane, it has ocurred to me that sections 4 
and 5 of the committee print have almost the identical provisions as 
Reorganization Plan No. 4 which the Senate rejected last year. 

Would you care to comment upon that, or make any suggestions 
as to how those sections might be amended or improved to meet the 
objections that the Senate had to the reorganization plan? ‘They are 
substantially the same. 

Dr. Doane. It is very difficult for any organization which has no 
motive whatsoever to reorganize itself. I speak from the standpoint 
of an individual in an organization that devotes a good deal of its 
time to organizational matters. 

In other words, that is a part of our business, and I have had rela- 
tively wide experience in it. And we find that no matter how sincere 
the organization is they find it very difficult to look within and say, 
“Here is where we are wrong, and here is how we should change.” 
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Now, when there are motives, it is doubly difficult. If we look to the 
Department of Agriculture to do its own reorganization and set up a 
plan whereby the e essence is a signed blank check, and say to the Secre- 
Sarge and I do not care who he is; I am not speaking personally, of 
course—that he may do as he feels best in the reorganization of the 
Department, we w ill never get it reorganized. 

The CuarrmMan. These sections I have referred to grant all the 
powers to do just that. 

Dr. Doane. Just exactly. 

The Cuatrman. And I just wondered if you felt that those were 
wise provisions in this measure while Congress itself is undertaking 
by legislation to reorganize the Department. 

In other words, if these provisions are left in the bill and it becomes 
law, just about anything that we do here can be undone by the Secre- 
tary at any time he may choose in the future. 

Dr. Doanr. The reason I have not developed them is it seemed to 
me that the remainder of the bill rather specifically set forth what 
should be done, and I took it that that meant within the framework 
that had previously been set up as objectives. 

The Cuamrman. The question arises here whether we are delegating 
power to him under the provisions of sections 4 and 5 that would 
authorize or permit him after this reorganization to disorganize it 
again, so to speak. 

Dr. Doane. If that could be the reasonable interpretation I would 
very definitely oppose it. I believe every member of the task force 
would. 

The Cuatrman. I am not suggesting that this Secretary would do 
that, or any other Secretary, but the power is there and there is always 
the possibility that some one with bright ideas would do something 
about it if he had some little power and authority. Where you have 
a whole lot the danger is increased. 

Dr. Doane. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Lam glad to get that expression from you. 

Senator Underwood, do you have any questions ¢ 

Senator Unprrwoop. I should like to ask you about the proposal 
with regard to vocational education. As far as everything I have 
heard is concerned, our Department of Education which has dealt with 
it has done so very successfully and very effectively. 

From what I have heard from the farmers and others, none of them 
want vocational education transferred to the Department of Agricul- 
ture. They say it is absolutely unworkable, would be costly, that it is 
working perfectly on the present basis, and they do not see any reason 
fora change. 

Dr. Doane. Do you want my opinion ? 

Senator UNpERWoop. Yes. 

Dr. Doanr. We are solid in this statement, because the chamber 
has taken no policy and has no policy on it. 

[ want to speak personally. The task force did not recommend 
the change. I subscribed to the attitude of the task force. If I had 
to make the decision today I would not make the change 

[ am not speaking for the task force; we do not exist as such. 
Tam speaking as an individual. 
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However, you can make a good case for both sides. But after 
weighing all the elements, I would stand by the original decisions of 
the task force. 

Senator UnpEerwoop. I should also like to ask you this question in 
regard to these county committees: 

The State committees are now named by the Department of Agri- 
culture, but the county committees are elected in the counties. And 
from watching it at very close range I have felt that the biggest 
strength of that part of the agricultural program was the election 
of the county committees. 

Now, are you planning to do away with that or affect that in any 
way ? 

Dr. Doanr. Again I am not speaking for the chamber, because I 

can only do that where they have made specific suggestions, but 
speaking very broadly, our viewpoint is that these county and State 
committees should start at the farm end and work up, and not at 
the top and work down. Authority must come from the farmer up 
and not from the top down. 

Therefore, the farmers would create their own committees, and 
through their county committees they would create their councils, 
the State councils. Then they become advisory councils to the Sec- 
retary, but they do not become tools for him to use. 

The Carman. If I may interject, as it is provided in this bill, 
the State committees, or a part of them, are appointed by the Secretary 
of Agriculture, I believe. 

Dr. Doane. Part of them become members ex officio. 

The CuHarrman. Yes. 

Dr. Doanr. And then the rest are elected by the county com- 
mittees, 

The CHarrman. By the county chairman. 

Dr. Doane. That is right, and they are in a majority, so that it 
would give the farmers control as to the set-up. 

Thank you very much. 

The CuatrMan., Is there anything further? 

Senator UnpEerwoop. No. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Dr. Doane. 

Our next witness is Mr. William B. Wright. 

Will you come forward, please ? 

Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Wright ‘ 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM B. WRIGHT, MARYS RIVER RANCH, 


DEETH, NEV., ON BEHALF OF THE UNITED STATES CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 


Mr. Wrieut. I have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and I 
would prefer to follow it in the interests of time. If I may 
want to make some side remarks. ; 

The CHarrMan. That will be all right. You may do as you wish. 

Mr. Wricur. My name is W illiam B. W right. I am partner and 
manager of Marys River Ranch, Deeth, Nev., engaged in the pro- 
duction of range beef cattle. 

I represent the Chamber of Commerce of the United States, of 
which I am a member of the board of directors, and a member of the 
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natural resources committee. I am a past president of the American 
National Livestock Association, now the American National Cattle- 
men’s Association. 

I will confine my testimony on S. 1149 to that part of section 7 
which deals with the proposed transfer to the Department of Agri- 

culture of the functions of the Bureau of Land Management, except 
us respects mining and mineral resources, and the functions of the 
Secretary of the Interior in relation thereto. 

The members of the Chamber of Commerce of the United States, 
at. their annual meeting last May, adopted the following policy 
declaration : 

Federal lands—Forest and range administration. The Chamber of Com 
merce of the United States regards as of primary importance the consolidation 
of the Forest Service and the forest and range functions of the Bureau of Land 
Management in a combined Forest and Range Service. 

We believe it is of the utmost importance that the Congress, in conjunction 
with this consolidation, should legislate statutory codes governing the basic 
administrative principles and policies related to all agencies dealing with forest 
and range resources and thereby reduce to a minimum departmental regulation 
No such statutory provisions, and regulations derived therefrom, should in- 
fringe upon the constitutional rights and jurisdictions of the States, or require 
the creation of valley authorities. 

The attainment of the major objectives of efficiencies and economies incidental 
to such consolidation is dependent upon the placing of the functions upon a 
statutory base, which is more important than the assignment of these functions 
to any specific department. Therefore, the Chamber recommends that these 
statutory provisions be enacted before any consolidation takes place, and that 
the Chamber takes no position as to the location of these functions in a specific 
department until the principles of administration of these resources be enacted 
into law. 

Phis policy declaration is the result of a careful study of the Hoover 
Commission recommendations relating to forest and range manage- 
ment on the Federal lands of the West by various committees of the 
National Chamber. 

Forest and range management on western Federal lands not reserved 
for other purposes are in the hands of two separate Federal agencies— 
the Forest Service of the Department of Agriculture and the Bureau 
of Land Management of the Department of the Interior—although 
these lands are often contiguous or intermingled with each other. 

The national forests in the West administered by the Forest Service 
are withdrawals from the public domain for the protection of timber 
and watersheds. Many of these withdrawals were made in haste 
without proper classification of the land. 

As a result, some of them are forests in the true sense, some are 
strictly grazing lands with little or no forest growth, and others 
forests and grazing land intermingled. 

The lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management, aside 
from the revested Oregon and California grant lands, are the remain- 
ing Vacant, unappropriated, and unreser ved lands of the public domain 
that have not yet been classified for withdrawal and reservation for 
permanent Federal management or for disposal to private ownership 
under the various land laws. Most of these unappropriated lands are 
suitable, as far as the surface is concerned, primarily for grazing use, 
te some are forested and others are grazing lands and forests com- 

bined. 
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The problems of good forest and range management on all of these 
lands vary with the climate, topography, and type of surface vege- 
tation, and are substantially the same, whether the lands are admin- 
istered by the Forest Service or by the Bureau of Land Management. 

The Chamber of Commerce of the United States believes, therefore, 
that the management of these forestry and grazing resources should 
be combined in a single Forest and Range Service under uniform laws 
set forth by the Congress and with a minimum of arbitrary depart 
mental regulations. We believe that such a combination would re 
sult in economies in both personnel and appropriations and in a sim 
pler and more stable management of the forest and range resources 

The CuarMan. Would you mind an interruption / 

Mr. Wrigut. Not at all. 

The Cuarrman. As I understand it, you favor the consolidation of 
the two services, but you take the position that before they are con 
solidated Congress should enact laws governing the administration, 
and then you take no position as to what department that service 
should be placed in? 

Mr. Wrieut. That is correct. 

The CuarrmMan. But since you have the services now, and they are 
divided and largely, from implications of the hearing testimony, under 
administrative regulatory procedures rather than statutory prescribed 
administration, what would be the disadvantage of proceeding at 
least to consolidate them and place them in some agency, because it 
may take some time, quite some time, for the Congress to get around 
to passing all of the laws necessary ? 

In the meantime, if we wait until we pass the law, we will still have 
the divided management and divided administration. That is the 
only point I raise. We have it now. If it was something we were 
going to create, that would be another matter. 

Mr. Wrieur. I understand the question in your mind, and I might 
say at this point that if I am permitted to finish this statement some 
of it will be clarified, and then I shall be very happy to go into it 
in more detail. 

The CHatrMan. Very well. 

Mr. Wricur. We do have two types of range administration at 
present, one on a statutory base, and one without. 

The Cuatrman. All right. You see the question in my mind. 

Mr. Wricur. Yes; I can appreciate why the question arises in your 
mind on the basis of what I have so far stated. 

The Carman. All right. 

Mr. Wricur. ‘The Chamber of Commerce of the United States be- 
lheves that, under the proper statutory base, such a combined Forest 
and Range Service could function efficiently in either the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture or the Department of the Interior. But, because 
we basically favor adoption of the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission, we, therefore, with three qualifications which I will 
now explain, support those portions of section 7 of S. 1149 which 
would combine forest and range management of Federal lands in the 
Department of Agriculture. 

The first qualification relates to the Taylor Grazing Act. 

Grazing on the western ranges is the foundation upon which is 
built the primary production phase of the Nation’s livestock indust ry 
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and the origin of much of its meat supply. Each ranch consists of 
a privately owned base property. The key to such a base is water 
and companionate feed facilities providing the essential balance be- 
tween summer grazing on Government ranges and spring, fall, and 
winter feed requirements for a year-around operation. 

And I might inject here that in some areas of our county it is a 
vear-around operation on Government range, and the base there in 
those situations consists primarily of water. 

Government range use, for whatever portion of the balanced opera- 
tion is necessary, is provided for by a term permit or lease. The value 
of both the base property and the grazing permits and leases, there- 
fore, depend upon the permanence of the arrangement. That is the 
permanence of the term permit or lease. 

In the past, grazing on the public doman was unrestricted by the 
Government, which resulted in a condition of instability of use. 
Soon after the national forest withdrawals, the Forest Service began 
restricting the grazing on the national forests through a system of 
temporary permits by order of the Secretary of Agriculture, not based 
on any basic law. 

This resulted in throwing more livestock on the remaining public 
domain. The situation got so bad that finally the Congress passed 
the Taylor Grazing Act (48 Stat. 1269) approved June 28, 1934, and 
] quote the preamble of the act: 
to stop injury to the public grazing lands by preventing overgrazing and soil 
deterioration, to provide for their orderly use, improvement, and development, 
to stabilize the livestock industry dependent upon the public range, and fot 
other purposes. 

The Taylor Grazing Act provides: 

That in order to promote the highest use of the public lands pending its final 
disposal— 
the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to set up grazing districts 
and to protect, administer, regulate, and improve them. It authorizes 
him to issue grazing permits and fix grazing fees. It states that pref- 
erence in the issuance of grazing permits shall be given to— 

Those within or near a district who are landowners engaged in the livestock 
business, bona fide occupants or settlers, or owners of water or water rights, 
as may be necessary to permit the proper use of lands, water, or water rights 
owned, occupied, or leased by them. 

Such permits shall be for a period of not more than 10 years, subject to the 
preference right of the permittees to renewal in the discretion of the Secretary 
of the Interior, who shall specify from time to time numbers of stock and 
seasons of use. 

It provides for local elected advisory boards in the several grazing 
districts to make recommendations on each application for a grazing 
permit and to make recommendations concerning the rules and regula- 
tions set up for administering the act. Except in an emergency, the 
Secretary must request the advice of the advisory board in advance 
of the promulgation of any rules and regulations affecting the district. 

Section 15 of the act provides for grazing leases on the isolated 
tracts of the public domain outside of the regular grazing districts, 
and these tracts are commonly known as section 15 lands. 

The Taylor Grazing Act also authorizes the Secretary of the In- 
terior to examine and classify any lands within his jurisdiction for 
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the purpose of either transferring them to permanent Federal manage- 
ment, such as placing them in a national forest, or to open the lands 
for disposal to private ownership under the various land laws. 

Grazing on the national forests administered by the Forest Service, 
in contrast to grazing on the Taylor Grazing Act lands administered 
by the Bureau of Land Management, has little basis in law. 

That is the point, Senator McClellan, that I want to emphasize, and 
which answers, to some extent, at least, your question. 

It is administered under regulations issued by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. These regulations provide for preferences of a sort, but 
their interpretation is more or less up to the local administrator and 
they do not provide for the stability that is obtained under the Taylor 
Grazing Act. 

For example, it is a common practice for the Forest Service to 
reduce the number of livestock permitted when the base property 
changes hands, regardless of whether or not a reduction in the num- 
ber of livestock is necessary for the good of the range. 

The Cuarrman. Do you understand why they arbitrarily do that? 

Mr. Wrieut. Yes, I do. 

The CHarrman. Why would they arbitrarily reduce it because 
the property changes hands? 

Mr. Wricut. Because for many years the Forest Service has fol- 
lowed the theory of redistribution in forest grazing privileges. I 
use the word “privileges” advisedly, because I do not want to annoy 
any of my forest friends by referring to it by anything stronger than 
a privilege. 

Ve are in there by tolerance. I know of a situation where a man 
who has had ranch property has died, and his family has gone on with 
the property, and they have been subjected to a cut in numbers on their 
permit. That can continue until such time as all of the grazing per- 
mit is washed away from a base under the forest regulations. That 
cannot take place under the statutory set-up that you have in the 
Taylor Grazing Act. 

And there is the essence of this whole thing; the lack of stability. 

The CHatrman. Are those reductions in the number of cattle al- 
lowed to graze, or the range upon which they graze, just arbitrary 
without any justification because of overuse of the range? 

Mr. Wricut. The livestock industry thinks in many cases that is 
true, and as I have stated here, were not necessary for the good of 
the range. I think that can be established in many instances. The 
records are fairly clear on many, many hearings that we have had 

right here in Washington on that very subject. 

The Cuamrman. That is where you feel legislation can help you? 

Mr. Wricut. We feel that stability is very important. 

Just to emphasize that, I want to point out that 85 percent of all 
beef produced for this Nation comes from grass; 95 percent of all 
lamb comes from grass, and a steadily increasing percentage of pork 
comes from grass. 

It must be self-evident that the cost of meat and the steady supply 
of meat is affected by any program that unstabilizes the processing 
of that grass by livestock. 

I do not mean to imply that all of this grass is on Federal lands, but 
Federal lands are a very definite factor in our meat production 
processes. 


. en 
et 








riel 
oth 
‘Tay 


ess 


ing 
sal 
Fe 


eli 


th 
th 
in 
m 


an age- 
» lands 


ervice, 
istered 


e, and 


Ty of 
t, but 
r and 
‘aylor 


ce to 
perty 
hum- 


hat ? 
ause 


fol- 
ya eg 
noy 
han 


nan 
vith 
er 
er- 
hat 
the 


ty. 
al- 
ry 
is 
of 
he 
id 


9 


rer renner 


cree 


REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 91 


The livestock people, myself included, are very much interested in 
seeing that our product reaches the consumer at the lowest possible 
price consistent with the costs of production, plus his having a steady 
supply of meats. 
this item of stability is very important, and by virtue of our expe- 
rience under the two different concepts, one regulation in forest, the 
other a statutory guide, and 14 or 15 years of experience under the 
‘Taylor Grazing Act, we feel very strongly that a statutory base is 
essential. 

We have the belief in the livestock industry—and I am now speak- 
ing of the livestock man, and I am not expressing the views, neces- 
sarily, of the Chamber of Commerce—that to clothe a man with 
Federal authori ity does not make his judgment infallible nor does it 
eliminate prejudices. 

Therefore, we feel that Congress, in its wisdom, can lay down 
the broad fundamental prine iples of administrative practices guiding 
the Administrator, making it simpler for him, and protecting the 
interests of the people who are trying to do this job of producing 
meat for the Nation. 

Senator Dworsuax. What is done with the grazing rights which 
you say are arbitrarily frequently withdrawn from some operators 
within the Forest Service? Are they withheld permanently or trans- 
ferred to some other operator ¢ 

Mr. Wrieur. No; they are not always withheld permanently. I 
would like to make it clear that in some instances the reduction is 
quite essential in the interests of conservation and range protection. 
In other instances, such as the instance that I have cited to Senator 
McClellan, they are used for 1 ‘edistribution. The wren Se rvice has 
what they call these “pressure areas,” or “critical areas,” I believe, 
is the technical expression, where they have a heavy dem: “ on range, 
and in order to satisfy the demand they will take from A over here and 
give it to B, with certain requirements met by B. 

You see, the livestock business is a long-term operation. You cannot 
change nature. It takes about so long to produce a calf, and it takes 
a calf about so long to grow up and become beef for the consumer. It 
. not something you can start today and turn off tomorrow and have 

“ady production. 

To. when you go in and upset the stability of that operation you 
may not immedi: tely feel it, but over a period of time it can have a 
very definite effect upon the "end result of the meat that goes over the 
American table. 

The quarrel with redistribution is that it has been going on ever 
since the inception of the Forest Service, with a gradual whittling 
down of the permits, and distributing of these permits, in many in- 
stances, to units that are not economic: rally operated units, not efficient 
producers. 

Senator Dworsuak. What recourse does the livestock operator have 
when his grazing rights in the forests area are reduced materially ? 
Can he get a grazing permit? 

Mr. W RIGHT. Oh, no, because you have a different class of range, for 
one thing, and the Taylor grazing permits are predicated upon a base 
that when you get what you are entitled to because of that base, that 
is it. 
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Unless you buy some more base you could not very well ask for more 
permit because you have been thrown off the forest. You have no re- 
course. 

Senator DworsuaKk. You have to cut down the size of your opera- 
tion? 

Mr. Wricnr. You have to cut down, yes. 

In some instances a 10 percent cut is not vital; in other instances it 
would put an operator out of business. 

The CuarrMan. Is not the argument in favor of redistribution that, 
unless that is done, a few will monopolize the benefits / 

Mr. Wricur. I think that is a sort of “bogey,” Senator McClellan. 

The CHarrmMan. I can well see a fellow out there who has a little 
base, as you call it, and is anxious to get a start, who sees thousands 
and thousands of acres which have been in one family for a half cen- 
tury—he feels that he should have a little chance at the public do- 
main, too, and therefore he puts on pressure. 

Mr. Wricur. All right, There is a man out in my country who 
has been thrifty, he has run his business in a good style, and he has 
accumulated a certain amount of wealth which he has deposited in the 
bank, we will say, in the form of money. 

Alongside of him has been a man who, instead of running his busi- 
ness as A has done, has spent his money, or has missed business op- 
portunities for various reasons, or maybe he has had bad luck. 

Now, is it the forte of government to step in and say to A, “T want 
part of this money that you have accumulated over the years,” and 
give it to B, because he did not have the good luck, or he dia not have 
the business know-how to get himself established on the forest? I 
think that is the answer. 

If that is the forte of government, all right. 

The Cratrman. I can see there is argument for it both ways. But 
it does present a problem. Here is the ‘public domain. Every citizen 
is entitled to it and its benefits as much as another. 

At the same time, it should not be so wrongly distributed that it 
would destroy the purpose of it. 

Mr. Wricur. That is exactly the point. 

The Cuarman. It should serve the common welfare, the general 
welfare. 

Mr. Wricur. That is exactly the point. 

The CHarrman. And if you reduced them all it would get to the 
point where none of them would be an economic ally sound operation. 

There is bound to be some middle ground somewhere. I do not 
know just how it is operated. I have listened to you, of course, and 
that is informative to me. I am not a westerner, and I have not had 
the experience or the opportunity to observe. 

Mr. Wricur. That has been going on for 40 years, and I believe 
now that the average forest permit is for about 72 head. 

The CHarrMan. Seventy-two head of cattle? 

Mr. Wrieurt. I believe that is right. I am informed that it is a 
little bit less than that. 

You may not be a cattleman, but on today’s inflated prices, you 
might think 72 head would be a pretty good business. But do you 


believe that the average operator could “make a living on 72 head 
of cattle? 
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The Cuarrman. I am not experienced, but I would not think so. 

Mr. Wricur. That is the way it has resolved through the years. 

The Cuarrman. I have one other point, and my information m: LY 
be wrong about this: Is it true that under the Department of Interior 
land management administraton, the range fee, or lease considera- 
tion, is much less than it is in the Forest Service ? 

Mr. Wricur. That is true, but you have a different type of feed 
or forage. 

The CuHarrman. In other words, the lands that the Forest Service 
controls generally are more valuable? 

Mr. Wricur. They are higher lands; they are summer grazing 
lands, whereas a great deal or most of your public domain is spring 
and fall range w ith some winter range for sheep. 

The summer season, of course, is your fattening season, and the 
forest forage is considered more valuable. You see, the unappro- 
priated public domain is the residue of the western lands. It is 
what was left after your railroad grants and after your various with- 
drawals and after homesteads, so that actu: ully, by and large, the pub- 
lic domain has a very low carrying capac ity. 

Your forest lands have a gre: ter ¢ carrying capacity, and, as I have 
said, they have this summer “forage that is more valuable to the live- 
stock managed. That, I think, is the reason for the difference in 
your fees, the structure. 

Senator Unperwoop. Is there any of this shifting done for the 
benefit of the land ? 

Mr. Wricur. Oh, yes; and we thoroughly agree with that. I mean, 
we are thoroughly in accord with ee. nee essity, in many cases, of 
making reductions for conservation purposes, and for protection of 
watersheds. 

Senator Unprerwoop. It is in your interest to support that, or you 
will destroy the whole thing, is it not ?. 

Mr. Wricut. Definitely. I mean, a livestock man is a conserva- 
tionist of necessity, whether he wants to be, or not. Weare very much 
in sympathy with the restrictions in the interest of watershed protec- 
tion and land protection. 

May I proceed ? 

The Cramman. You may proceed. 

Mr. Wricur. In other words, the Taylor Grazing Act provides 
that as long as a grazing permittee meets the qualifications he may 
have a permit. It is a right to priority, if grazing is allowed. The 
permit is subject to increases or decreases in the number of livestock 
permitted to graze, depending on the condition of the range or a deter- 
mination of a higher use. The permit is transferable to any bona 
fide purchaser of ‘the base property and, therefore, becomes a part of 
the assets of the property. 

In the national forests, a permittee has neither the right to graze 
nor the priority. He has a privilege granted by the Administrator, 
not on any basis of law. His permit adds only temporary value to 
his base property. It may go along with the base property on sale, 
or it may not. This does not make for stability of the livestock 
industry. 
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The Chamber of Commerce of the United States, therefore, strongly 
urges that S. 1149 be amended to include the provisions and code 
regulations of the Taylor Grazing Act. S. 1149 should make the 
Taylor Grazing Act provisions and code regulations apply to the 
management of the lands to be transferred from the Secretary of the 
Interior to the Secretary of Agriculture, and provide that the appro- 
priate sections of the Taylor Grazing Act be applied to the range 
management of the national forests, so that the laws and regulations 
for the management of grazing shall be uniform to both types of land. 

The CrarrMan. I assume if that is done, then you wholeheartedly 
support the transfer of land management to the Department of Agri- 
culture? 

Mr. Wricur. Oh, yes; with no hesitancy at all. 

And I think, Senator McClellan, that perhaps that answers the 
question that you earlier raised about why there should be a difference 
there. 

My second qualification relates to the difference in status between 
the Taylor Grazing Act lands and the national forests. 

As has been stated, the lands now administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management, aside from the revested Oregon and California 
grant lands, are the remaining vacant, unappropriated, and unre- 
served lands of the public domain that have not yet been classified 
for withdrawal and reservation for permanent Federal management 
or for disposal to private ownership under the various Federal land 
laws. The national forests, on the other hand, have been withdrawn 
for purposes of protection of timber and watersheds. 

The chamber, therefore, recommends that S. 1149 be amended to 
provide that the lands transferred from the Department of the In- 
terior to the Department of Agriculture be not blanketed into the 
national forests, but be held in a separate category until such time as 
they can be classified for disposal, either for permanent withdrawals 
for such purposes as they may best be suited, or, if they do not need 
permanent Federal protection and management, to private ownership. 

A third amendment that we recommend relates to the other func- 
tions of the Bureau of Land Management. 

Section 7(a) of S. 1149 states: 

There are hereby transferred (1) from the Department of the Interior to the 
Secretary of Agriculture the functions of the Bureau of Land Management 
(except as respects mining and mineral resources). * * * 

This wording, which follows the recommendation of the Hoover 
Commission, does not recognize that the Bureau of Land Management 
has other functions than forest and land management on these lands 
and supervision of mineral patent and leasing on these and other 
Federal lands. 

The Bureau of Land Management, in addition, is custodian of the 
public-land records dating back to 1781; it conducts the cadastral 
surveys of the public domain to divide it into townships and sections 
and establish boundary markers; it classifies the public domain into 
its proper use, and it administers the homestead and other land- 
disposal and withdrawal laws. 

The Chamber of Commerce believes that these functions, as well as 
the mineral patent and leasing, should remain in the Department of 
the Interior, and recommends that section 7 (a) be so amended. 
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To sum up, the Chamber of Commerce of the United States recom- 
mends enactment of section 7 of S. 1149 if amended to include the 
three recommendations that I have just made. e 

The Caarrman. Senator Dworshak, do you have any questions? 

Senator Dworsuak. I have one question. 

Mr. Wright, do you think that the policies of disposing of public 
domain should be liberalized to permit the actual users to acquire 
ownership ? 

Mr. Wricur. Yes; I do. That is my personal view, and that is 
consistent also with the policy of the United States Chamber of 
Commerce, 

When it does not conflict with a higher use, naturally. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Do you think the average livestock operator 
would prefer to own his grazing lands rather than to use them on the 
basis that they are currently used ? 

Mr. Wricur. I think that is correct. 

Senator Dworsnax. The public domain does not have much value, 
as a rule; does it? 

Mr. Wricur. That is correct. I think before he could own these 
lands, in many situations, there might be an adjustment required in 
the various State tax set-ups. Some of these lands would not support 
present minimum valuations. But it has always seemed to me that 
private ownership would be in the interest of conservation. It 1s 
human nature for a man to take care of his own property. And, 
despite the tightest sort of regulation, you still do not get, I think, 
the maximum productive possibilities of development. 

Our entire program, over many years of history of this country, 
has been predicated upon the thought that the natural resources 
should be developed by the individual under the incentive of free 
enterprise. 

I might give you the wording, if you are interested, in the chamber’s 
policy as it applies to this. Do you want me to read that? It is very 
brief. 

The Cuarrman. Yes; read it. 

Mr. Wricurt. It says: 

Certain lands owned by the Federal Government are now devoted to, or avail 
able for, watershed protection, forestry and forest products, agriculture and 
vrazing, mining, wildlife, and recreation. These lands should be so administered 
as to preserve their highest use and fullest conservation. Where, in line with 
this principle, agricultural and grazing uses are the predominant values of 
such lands, the ultimate objective, as has been the case with agricultural lands 
in the past, should be to make them available for private ownership unless it 
is clear that such ownership is not in the public interest. 

That is the chamber policy statement on that particular question. 

Senator DworsHak. Has much progress been made during the past 
tor 5 years in disposing of lands under the jurisdiction of the Taylor 
Grazing Act? 

Mr. Wricut. I am not prepared to answer that from factual in- 

formation. My impression is the answer would be “No.” 

The CuHamman. I just wondered if there were any conservation 
practices that are followed under Government management of these 
lands, where they are leased for grazing purposes, that tended to im- 
prove the productivity of the land, in using more grass and therefore 


supporting more cattle. 
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Mr. Wricnr. Yes; there are several. I would like to say, however. 
that, broadly speaking, I think many people have the thought that 
Governmeyt should have the monopoly of conservation. I personally 
disagree with that. 

The Coarrman. That was a question I wanted to ask. 

Would there be, do you think, a greater development toward i 
creased productivity if these lands were privately owned 

Mr. Wricur. There is no question in my mind, and at much less 
cost to the American taxpayer. That, I think, is very important. 

The CHarrMan. Substantially the same practices as carried out 
now by the Government would be followed by the individual. 

Mr. Wricur. But more economically. 

Senator Unperwoop. You are familiar with the bluegrass section 
of central Kentucky; are you not ? 

The Cuamman. Now you are getting into some competition, when 
it comes to a discussion of grasses. 

Senator Unperwoop. I agree thoroughly with what you say, Mr. 
Wright, about grass and also its development under private owner- 
ship, because I am very familiar with that section. 

Mr. Wricur. I would like to make just one more statement, and 
that is that over 50 percent of the area of the United States produces 
no other crop than grass. So far, no one has found a feasible means 
of converting that grass to natural wealth, other than through the 
medium of livestock. Therefore, these things that we are recom- 
mending to stabilize the livestock industry and to process that grass 
are quite important, when you consider the money that is now being 
spent through Government administration, the cost of the commodi- 
ties that come from this livestock, and the loss of the resource if not 
intelligently and judiciously used by the process of livestock grazing. 

The CHairMaNn. Senator Aiken, we are glad to have you with us 
this morning. Feel free, if you desire, to ask any questions that you 
care to ask of the witnesses. 

Senator ArkeN. I just came in, Mr. Chairman. TI have hurriedly 
read Mr. Wright’s testimony. And, as I said yesterday, you have a 
problem here which has to be faced. 

As I understand it, Mr. Wright is suggesting three improvements 
be made in the bill, and that if. they were made then he would have 
no objection to the public lands coming under one management. 

Mr. Wricutr. We would not only have no objection, but we think 
it a very essential and important move to carry out and further the 
Hoover Commission recommendations. 

Senator Arken. I called the attention of the committee yesterday 
to the fact that the lands under the Forest Service have generally 
improved in value. 

I also pointed out that the reason was that they had more means 
to effect this improvement than the Bureau of Land Management has 


had. 

Mr. Wricut. That is right. 

Senator Arken. And, as I understand it—and I would like to have 
you tell me if I am correct in this—some of the lands on which graz- 
ing rights have been given under the Bureau of Land Management 


have had improvements made by those who had the grazing rights. Is 
that true? 


alate 


es 





Mr 
Se 
Mi 
Se 
adop 
diffie 
M 
the | 
ing | 
se 
mits 
hari 
M 
live: 
coul 
that 
ss 
hav 
abl 
mit 


) 


~ 


su} 
bei 
to 


his 
M 
th 
Ti 


al 
fa 








yever, 


that 


nally 


d in- 


1 less 
it. 
| out 


cz ion 
vhen 


Mr. 


ner- 


and 
uces 
eans 
the 
‘om- 
Tass 
Ping 
odi- 
not 
ing. 
1 us 
you 


»dly 
yea 


ents 
ave 


ink 
the 


day 


ally 


ans 
has 


ave 
‘AZ- 
ent 


Is 


REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 97 


Mr. Wricur. That is true in cases where they have term permits. 

Senator Arken. Now, what is the length of that permit? 

Mr. Wricur. Ten years. 

Senator Arken. Ten years. The National Forest Service has 
adopted a similar plan now. So, you do not see any insurmountable 
difficulties here ? 

Mr. Wricutr. None whatever, providing you can sell to the foresters 
the necessity of a statutory guide on the broader principles of graz- 
ing administration. That is all we are asking. 

Senator Arken. Is it not a fact that those who hold grazing per- 
mits are in greater and greater number realizing that overgrazing 1s 
harmful to their industry as a whole, in the long run é 

Mr. Wricur. Oh, yes. As I said earlier, before you came in, the 
livestockman is a conservationist by necessity. If he overgrazes the 
country and the weights of his livestock run down, he loses money. If 
that continues, he goes out of business. 

Senator ArkeEN. The livestock owners, and particularly those who 
have permits on land adjoining their farms, want to have some reason- 
able assurance that they are not going to be ousted, that their per- 
mits are not going to be taken away from them without notice. 

Mr. Wricur. They want stability. 

Senator Arken. Unless there are certain conditions. Of course, I 
suppose an extreme drought might necessitate reduction of the num- 
ber of stock which could be grazed on certain areas. That would be 
to the advantage of the stockman himself. 

Mr. Wricut. Yes; I don’t think any stockman would want to run 
his cattle on land that was devastated by drought. 

Senator Arxen. I think this has been very interesting testimony, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Although I know more about the Forest Service than I do about 
the other public lands, I think I can see both sides of this question, and 
I do not see any insurmountable difficulties in the way of working out 
arrangements which will not only protect the natural resources but be 
fair to those who are concerned as well. 

Mr. Wrienrt. I think that is right. 

Senator Arken. I have not heard of many cases, any cases, in fact, 
where the Forest Service has precipitately taken away the permits 
without cause. I suppose the fear is always there. 

Mr. Wrient. The uncertainty is there, and there are many cases 
of record where it is very dubious as to the justification in the redue- 
= of permits. 

I do not want to be misunderstood and have my statements here 
to be a little “sticklery” as far as the Forest Service is concerned. I 
have a great admiration for the work that the Forest Service has 
done. But, as I said earlier, we in the industry feel that no individual 
is infallible. We think that Congress in its study and its deliber- 
ation and its consideration of this problem can lay down the basic 
factors. And it would be an aid to the Forest Administrator who has 
the responsibility over grazing as well as many other uses. 

Senator A1kEN. Is it not a fact that the Bureau of Land Manage 
ment simply has not had the means to do a better job ? 
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Mr. Wricur. Well, that is part of it. And part of it is that they 
have been in a much shorter time, and they are dealing with an en- 
tirely different style of range. 

Senator Arken. And have they not been dependent on fees, graz- 
ing fees, for carrying on their work, too? 

Mr. Wricut. To some extent. You make an appropriation for 
them, however, which has been steadily increased since the inaugura- 
tion of the Taylor Grazing Act. 

Senator ArKEN. Do you see any objection to raising the fees of the 
Bureau of Land Management to the level of the Forest Service? 

Mr. Wricut. Oh, yes; I see several objections to that. And I say 
that not because I do not want to pay more money. But the values 
are not there. You have a different type of fee. Perhaps you were 
not in when I discussed it earlier. 

You see, your forest lands are the higher mountainous areas that 
grow the lush summer feed, where you are putting on weight. 

Senator ArKEN. That is right. 

Mr. Wricut. Now, x 


our public-domain areas are the residue of 
the lands that were léft after you gave the land grants to the rail- 
roads and after the homesteaders took the cream and after the script 
applications were made, and the school sections, and all those things 
took place, over a period of years. So, actually, you are dealing with 
a very low-carrying-capacity piece of country. 
Senator Arken. Let us put it this way. You would have no objec- 
tion to the same fees being charged for the same type of grazing. 
Mr. Wricur. No; not in a relative position. 


Senator Arken. You have some all-year grazing on the national- 
domain lands. 


Mr. Wricur. That is right. 

Senator ArkEN. Whereas the forest land, a good deal of it, is 
seasonal grazing, where the animals can put on a pound or a pound 
and a half a day. 

Mr. Wrieut. We have in the industry taken the position that we 
are perfectly willing to pay the costs of administration that are ap- 
plicable to the grazing phase of the use of the public lands. 

Now, you have other public-interest matters that enter in there, 
fire protection, road building. and matters of that type, that we 
think are appropriate to come from your general appropriations. 

But, as far as the fee matter goes, we are perfectly willing to handle 
that, and we have under the so-called Nicholson plan made studies 


as to what percentage goes to the grazing administration and what 


percentage to these public-interest matters. 

We wish to pay our way, commensurate with the service that is 
rendered, as long as it is publicly administered. 

Senator Arken. I have no more questions, Mr. Chairman. Mr. 
Wright has presented some matters that will have to come under con- 
sideration in working out this problem. 

The Carman. Thank you very much, Mr. Wright. We appre- 
ciate your presence, 

Mr. Wricut. Thank you. 

The Cuarman. Dr. Schoenfeld? 
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STATEMENT OF DR. WILLIAM A. SCHOENFELD, ORGANIZATION 
CONSULTANT AND FORMER MEMBER, AGRICULTURAL TASK 
FORCE, HOOVER COMMISSION 


Dr. Scuornretp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am afraid your 
time is running out, and we will have to move along pretty rapidly. 
The CuatrMan. Well, we have three other witnesses. But we are 
to blame for getting behind here. We get interested in the testimony 

being presented. 

Dr. Scuornrecp. I will hurr y through with my report. 

My name is William A. Schoenfeld. I am a professional organi- 
zational consultant. I am also chairman of the boards of directors 
of the Federal Land Bank of Spokane, the Federal Intermediate 
Credit Bank of Spokane, the Production Credit Corporation of Spo- 
kane, and the Bank for Cooperatives of Spokane. 

I was a member of the Agricultural Task Force of the Hoover 
Commission. 

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss certain provisions of 
Senate bill 1149 with your committee to which this bill has been 
referred. I have been asked by the director of research, Mr. R. L. L. 
McCormick, of the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report, to 
discuss certain phases of those sections of S. 1149 bearing upon agri- 
cultural credit and upon agricultural resource conservation. In both 
fields I have had long experience. My residence in the Far West and 
Southwest covers a period of more than 26 years. 

As dean of agriculture, director of experiment stations, and director 
of extension of Oregon State College for 19 years, 1 was in constant 
contact with farmers, stockmen, timbermen, bankers and businessmen, 
foresters, graziers, county, State, and Government officials. For a 
number of 5 years, I was a member of the State Advisor y Committee of 
the Farm Home Administration. 

The Farm Home Administration: The activities of this organiza- 
tion were quite fully discussed by Dr. Dillard B. Lasseter, Administ ra- 
tor, at the hearings of the Committee on Agriculture, House - Rep- 

resentatives, Eighty Second Congress, first session, on June 19, 1951. 
I need not reiterate. 

That organization serves a farmer clientele not reachable by the 
private or cooperative credit agencies. It makes direct Government 
and insured loans for farm ownership, farm housing, productior 1 and 
subsistence, water facility, and emergency purposes. Contrary to the 
opinion of many, it has had a remarkably good loan repayment record, 
especially so during the past several years. Another function which 
it performs is needed managerial service accorded each of its clients. 

This is not generally the case with private or cooperative lending 
agencies. Also, there is not the stock ownership requirements as 
obtained in the cooperative lending agencies supervised by the Govern- 
ment. The Farm Home Administration makes direct or insured 
Government loans. The cooperative banks supervised by the Farm 
Credit Administration loan money to their farmer stockholder-bor- 
rowers from private, nongovernmental sources. 
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Now, with your permission, I would like to go into a rather lengthy 
description of the Farm Credit Administration, to show how it differs 
from most governmental agencies. 

The Farm Credit Administration exercises general supervisory 
authority over a national system of cooperative agricultural credit 
authorized by acts of Congress. The general purpose of these Farm 
Credit agencies is to provide a dependable source of long- and short- 
term credit at all times to farmers and farmers cooperative associa- 
tions on a sound basis at reasonable interest rates. 

Th Farm Credit Administration with headquarters at Washington 
issues charters, supervises, examines, and performs services for the 
banks, corporations, and associations included in the farm credit 
system, and in addition provides research and service facilities for 
farmers’ cooperative associations. The functions performed by the 
Farm Credit Administration are of supervision, eXamination, and 
performance of services and are similar to the functions performed 
by the Comptroller of the Currency, the Federal Reserve banks, and 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation with respect to national 
banks and banks that are members of the Federal Reserve System 
and banks which carry Federal deposit insurance. 

The country is divided into 12 farm credit districts. In each dis- 
trict there is a farm credit bo:drd of directors composed of seven mem- 
bers representing the farmer-interest in the district and the public. 
The same seven members of the farm credit board serve as the boards 
of directors of the Federal land bank, the Federal intermediate credit 
the 12 production credit corporations and the 13 banks for coopera- 
tives in each district. 

The banks and corporations making up the farm credit system are: 
The 12 Federal land banks, which were authorized by an act of Con- 
gress in 1916; the 12 Federal intermediate credit banks which were 
authorized by an act of Congress in 1923; the Federal Farm Mortgage 
Corporation which was authorized by an act of Congress in 1934; 
the 12 production credit corporations and the 12 banks for coopera- 
tives which were authorized by an act of Congress in 1933. 

The institutions comprising the farm credit system are either wholly 
farmer-owned corporations, or mixed farmer- and Government-owned 
corporations, or wholly Government-owned corporations. Each of 
the institutions is either a cooperative credit institution or when wholly 
Government owned is primarily serving cooperative credit  insti- 
tutions, 

The Federal land bank system is comprised of the 12 Federal land 
banks and the 1,200 local national farm loan associations with 309,000 
farmer-stockholders. The production credit system is comprised of 
the 12 production credit corporations and the 500 local production 
credit associations with 462,000 farmer-stockholders. 

From time to time the United States Government has invested 
capital in the Federal land banks, the Federal intermediate credit 
banks, the Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation, the production credit 

corporations, and the banks for cooperatives. Every dollar the Gov- 
ernment has invested in the capital of these corporations has either 
been repaid or is intact and unimpaired, and each of the banks and 
corporations has substantial reserves and surpluses. The Federal 
land banks have entirely repaid all Government capital invested in 
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them by the Government and are fully ae by the 1,200 national 
farm loan associations. As of March 31, 1951, the 12 Federal land 
banks had $60 million of capital, $121 aifiion of earned surplus, and 
$98 million of legal reserves, making a total of $280 million. 

Senator, I think that is a rather unusual record, to not only repay all 
the Government invested capital but to pay a dividend of $100 million. 
That doesn’t happen very often. 

The Cuarrman. 1 think so, too. How do the private banking insti- 
tutions feel about these Government lending agencies? Do they 
object? Do they object to these Government lending agencies, whic h 
ure competing and making a profit / 

Dr. ScHornFretp. Well, they are making profits. That is correct. 

The CHamman. They do compete to some extent, do they not ? 

Dr. ScnornreLp. Yes, they are competitors with the banks. 

The CHairman. But they have been pretty well justified. I think 
they have served people in most instances that banks could not accom- 
modate. Is that not correct ? 

Dr. Scuornretp. Certainly that is true for the Federal land bank. 
And the well-operated banks, the well-managed banks, have no fear 
of the production credit corporations and the production credit 
associations. 

The Cuarrman. All right. Proceed. 

Dr. ScnHoenrentp. The ‘production credit corporations are wholly 
Government owned corporations and have returned to the Government 
all except $4114 million of the original Government capital of $120 
million. They have an earned surplus of $17 million. Of the $4114 
million of Government capital in the production credit corporations 
approximately $16 million is reinvested in capital stock of the pro- 
duction credit associations; in addition, their member-borrowers own 
capital stock in these associations in the amount of $71 million. 

The banks for cooperatives are mixed ownership corporations with 
17814 million of Government capital and $17 million of capital 
owned by cooperative associations borrowing from the banks. The 

} banks have $38 million of earned surplus, $18 million of legal 
reserves, and $8 million of reserves for contingencies. 

The operating expenses of these banks and corporations are paid 
from the resources of the corporations and not from funds appropri- 
ated from the general funds of the Treasury. The cost of supervision, 
and of examination, and of the services performed by the Farm 
sh Administration are paid by these corporations by assessments 
by the Farm Credit Administration and not by funds appropriated 
from the general funds of the Treasury. 

The work of the Cooperative Research and Service Division of the 
Farm Credit Administration, which performs research and services 
for cooperatives, is paid from funds appropriated from the general 
funds of the Treasury and these are the only directly appropriated 
funds to any of the farm credit agencies for expenses. 

The banks and corporations comprising the farm credit system 
secure the major portion of their funds for lending purposes through 
the sale of bonds and debentures. 

In that connection, they differed so widely from the method em- 
ployed by the Farmers Home Administration. 


88670 —51——8 
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The Caiman. It was Government money that was loaned in 
that connection ? 

Dr. Scnornreip. Yes, that is the difference between the two. 

These bonds and debentures are not obligations of the United States 
Government but are obligations of the institutions issuing them and 
are not guaranteed by the Government either as to interest or prin- 
cipal. 

The 12 Federal land banks, as already stated, are farmer-owned 
cooperative credit institutions. Loans made by these banks are made 
on the basis of 65 percent of the normal agricultural value of the farm 
and are made up to a limit of $100,000. At the close of the fiscal year 
1950, there were outstanding 309,000 loans with an unpaid principal 
amount of $930 million. 

The lending authority of the Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation 
expired July 1, 1947, and no new loans are being made. 

The Federal intermediate credit banks are banks of discount. 
These 12 banks discount agricultural and livestock paper for, and 
make loans to, production credit associations, financing institutions, 
and under certain conditions to cooperative associations to finance 
the seasonal production and marketing credit needs of farmers and 
stockmen. During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, the 12 Federal 
intermediate credit banks closed loans and discounts in the amount of 
$1,520,000,000. About 80 percent of these loans and discounts were 
for production credit associations, 

The 500 production ¢redit associations make short-term production 
loans to farmers and stockmen. These associations made 280,000 
loans for $1,076,000,000 in the calendar year 1950. The responsibility 
for the operations of each of the production credit associations rests 
in a board of directors, usually consisting of the five members, elected 
by and from the farmer-stockholders of the association. Loans are 
disbursed by the associations from their own funds under the authority 
of the executive committee and usually with no other approval. 

The 12 banks for cooperatives make loans to farmers’ cooperative 
associations for the purpose of financing the merchandising of agri- 
cultural products, the operations of the cooperative associations, and 
the construction or acquisition of physical facilities of the association. 
As of December 31, 1950, the 13 banks for cooperatives had loans 
outstanding in the amount of $345 million. 

Because of the large amount of farmer—309,000 in NFLA’s and 
462,000 in PCA’s—ownership and control of the institutions under 
the Farm Credit Administration, and because these institutions obtain 
funds from the public without obligation of the Government but with 

an excess of $1 billion of their bonds and debentures in the hands of 
the investing public, it is my view that they should not be combined 
with other credit agencies or modified through legislation without a 
thorough study and analysis to determine what changes, if any, should 
be made. 

Although presently located in the Department of Agriculture, 
neither the Farmers Home Administration nor the Farm Credit Ad- 
ministration could well be administered by an immediate, one-and- 
the-same, Administrator. This, as I have pointed out, is not be- 
cause of their incompatibility of human temperament, but because 
of their widely diverse organic service structure and operation field. 
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This has been recognized by the Secretary of Agriculture as is 
pointed out in a letter dated daly 8, 1949, from him to Senator John 
* McClellan, and as published in the Congressional Record for July 

2, 1949, in which he says: 

I am in complete accord with the observation of the Commission that the 
foundation of good departmental administration is that the Secretary shall have 
authority from the Congress to organize and control his organization, and 
that separate authorities to subordinates be eliminated. 

Agricultural credit services are rendered by the Farm Credit Administration 
and by the Farmers Home Administration. The former offers credit on a coop- 
erative basis through farmer-owned institutions, whereas the latter makes di- 
rect loans for the purchase of farms or for rehabilitation to borrowers who have 
no other source of credit. Such loans have long been considered to require close 
supervision. We believe that this division is sound and that no savings would 
result from arbitrarily combining the two. 

In the light of what has been here presented, and to preclude pre- 
cipitate action, I suggest, Senator, for your committee’s consideration, 
the following amendment to the committee print of S. 1149, as fol- 
lows: 

Page 6, line 10, following the words “the Government,” make the period a 
colon and add “Provided, that this section shall not apply to the Agriculture 
Credit Service except upon the enactment of specific legislation, and the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture is directed to make studies and submit proposed legislation 
covering the activities of an Agricultural Credit Service before the expiration 
of the Kighty-second Congress,” 

The Citizens Committee has also asked me to present the matter of 
the forests and ranges, which has been very ably discussed this morn- 
ing. But I would like to offer some further arguments because of my 
closely identified interests and familiarity with the areas involved. 

Although the Congress had designated the Department of Agricul- 
ture as the agency charged with the responsibility of the w elfare of 
American agriculture, some activities now in the Department of the 
Interior are essentially agricultural. These include the administra- 
tion of the Federal ranges in the West, and the administration of the 
O. and C. timberlands in Oregon. 

Administration of the Federal ranges deals with important agri- 
cultural crops. The food and fiber we obtain from livestock depend 
upon the grass and other forage on these lands. In the West the 
Federal ranges in the Department of the Interior and the national 
forests in the Department of Agriculture are bound by management 
usage to each other and to the private land in a range economy that 
requires use of different ranges at different seasons. 

The Department of Agriculture already handles all research relat- 
ing to livestock and range and it is the one agency directly concerned 
with production of livestock and with soil and water conservation on 
the private-range lands and pastures. Federal operating functions 
do not logically split between Departments. They belong in Agri- 
culture. I do not hold however that the range lands if transferred 
from the Department of the Interior to the Department of Agri- 
culture need necessarily be managed by the Forest Service. It could 
well be that a coordinate branch with the Forest Service be established 
within the proposed Agricultural Resource Conservation Service Which 
would be definitely charged with grazing administration. With an 
over-all administrator for both forestry ‘and for grazing, the neces- 
sary coordination between the two such services could be effected. 
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The Oregon and California revested lands represent in excess of 
2,500,000 acres of forested, partially forested, and cut-over lands. 

Back in 1866, Congress granted to the Oregon & California Railroad Co., as 
an incentive for constructing a railway from Vortland, on the Willamette, south- 
ward to the California line and westward along the Columbia to Astoria, 3,728 
acres of land along the proposed right-of-way. In 1869 there was granted to 
the State of making a wagon road from Roseburg, on the Umpqua, to Coos 
say, 105,240 acres of land in a strip 12 miles wide and 50 miles long across parts 
of two counties. By 1887 the Oregon and California grant had been taken over by 
the powerful Southern Pacific Railroad, while the Coos Bay grant had gone over 
to a private concern known as the Southern Oregon Co.’ 

Because of the failure to perform on the part of the original owners 
of the Oregon and California lands, Congress under the Chamberlain- 
Ferris Act of 1916, revested these lands to the United States Gov- 
ernment. 

It has been demonstrated time and time again that only a very small 
portion of these revested lands is suitable tor agriculture or grazing. 
Presently, most of the land is either in the cut-over state, or in stands 
of varying ages and quality of timber. Most of these lands should 
ultimate sly revert to forested condition. 

As shown on the map on pages 110 and 1118 the pattern of owner- 
ship, as between the United States Government—Forest Service, 
United States Department of Agriculture, and Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, United States Department of the Interior—State, county, 
municipal, and private ownership is so commingled that the present 
form of administration leads to confusion and jurisdictional disputes. 

May I disgress just a minute, Senator 

Let us t: ake a city like Little Rock, as an illustration, and suppose 
we put into each block of that ¢ ity, every alternate bloc k, a different 
administration, different police force, different sanitary conditions, 
different roadway construction, different school facilities, each ad- 
ministered by a different agency. I wonder what kind of administra- 
tion we would have for the city as a whole. It would be rather con- 
fusing. 

So as to this land which was checkerboarded as shown on the map 
which you have before you, every section of the black dots is now 
man: aged by the Bureau of Land Man: igement, every odd section. The 
green areas, some of the even sections, are operated by the Forest 
Service. 

Now we have a dual administration, and overlapping of functions, 
confusion. The men in the field get along somehow or other, but it 
is an intolerable situation, and it is a situation where, to the people who 
live in the area, a correction is long overdue. 

The Cuatrman. Would this transfer and consolidation correct that 
— ition’ The transfer of land management to the Forestry Service 

r the Department of Agriculture ¢ 

Dr. ScHorenrrLp. Well, it would put it under one management, 
Senator. And the laws affecting the handling of O. & C. lands, which 
are different from the handling of forest lands, with respect to pay- 
ments in the counties—those lands could be transferred likewise to 
the Department of Agriculture. In other words, the counties that are 


7 Revolt in the O. and C. Timberlands, by John B. Woods, American Forests, May 1948 
* Avricultural Activities, report of the Commission on Organization of the Executive 
sranch of the Government. 
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now beneficiaries of 50 percent of the sale of timber from these O. & C. 
lands, from the Bureau of Land Management—that same law could 
be administered by the Forest Service in the Department of Agricul- 
ture. In other words, the counties need not be affected adversely by 
this arrangement; in fact, should be benefited. 

What I have said about the Bureau of Land Management of the 
Deparment of the Interior is not to be taken as a reflection upon its 
work nor of its personnel. That organization has and is operating 
under severe handicaps: it must draw heavily upon the agric sulturally 
or forestry trained men of the Department of Agric sulture and of the 
States; it lacks access to the wide research prelimin: ury to its range 
management activities; it is understaffed ; it has a rapid staff turn-over. 

Ine ‘identally, I would not recommend the elimination of local graz- 
ing committees or of forestry advisory committees as now constituted 
by the Forest Service and by the Bureau of Land Management. It is 
not in the usua! scope of interest of county agricultural advi isory coun- 
cils to concern themselves with the broad proble ms of the forests or of 
the range. These problems are of primary and direct concern to the 
timber owner or timber operator and to the range livestock operator. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cnatrman. Thank you, Dr. Schoenfeld. 

I will not take time to ask any questions about it. You have pre- 
sented a very able and informative statement. 

It will be very helpful to us. 

Thank you very much. 

Dr. Scuoenretp. Thank you. 

The Cuairman. Is Mr. Josserand here ? 

Will you come forward, please, and have a seat? I see you have a 
prepared statement. 


STATEMENT OF GUY D. JOSSERAND, DODGE CITY, KANS. 


Mr. Josseranpb. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. I do not know whether we shall be able to hear 
another witness or not. 

May I inquire whether Mr. Trask and Mr. Brice are present? 

Mr. Trask. Iam here, Senator. 

Mr. Brice. Present, Mr. Chairman. 

( Brief consultation. ) 

The CuarrMan. It is convenient, then, for you to come back this 
afternoon. We will hear you about 2 o’clock. 

You may proceed Mr. Josserand. 

Mr. Josseranp. Mr. C hairman, if I may, I should like to read part 
of this statement, but part of it is repetitive of what you may have 
heard many times. 

The Crarrman. If you would care to discuss the highlights of 
then, you may file the full statement for the record. 

Will you first identify yourself for the record, please, Mr. Jos- 
serand ¢ 

Mr. Josseranp. My name is Guy D. Josserand. I am a farmer and 
livestock producer from Dodge City, Ford County, Kans. I have 
farmed my entire life. I have no other occupation. I have for many 
years been connected with the activities and growth of agriculture. I 
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have served on my own State board of agriculture. I have worked in 
the State Farm Bureau of my own State. I have been active in or- 
ganizing and supporting the Extension Service, development of farm 
credit at the county and State levels, and all other activities sponsored 
by the United States Department of Agriculture in my State and 
county. 

At the present time I am serving as chairman of the agricultural 
council of the State chamber of commerce of my State. I have seen 
the mushroom growth and the overlapping activities in the Depart- 
ment of Agr iculture for the last 30 years. Efficiency in the adminis- 
tration of those activities cannot be attained under present conditions. 
Greater service to agriculture at the county level or the farm level 
can be attained only by complete reorganization and correlation of 
the various activities.. I am familiar with the study of the Hoover 
Commission and believe that it has pointed the way for a more ef- 
ficient government at less cost in the Department of Agriculture. 

The Hoover Commission study of government is a landmark in our 
Nation’s history. You and your colleagues on the Hoover Commis- 
sion, Mr. Chairman [Senator McClellan] are the most skilled group 
of citizens ever brought together to consider this great problem. Your 
work is a historic landmark. 

The task force you named to study agricultural activities included 
many distinguished men in this field. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is unnecessary for me to read the rest of 
this statement, because you have it in your files. It is getting toward 
lunch time and I know you get a lot of this. 

The CHarrmMan. Will you file your statement for the record and 
proceed just to give us a summary of your views? 

Mr. Josserann. Yes, sir. 

(The remainder of the Josserand statement is as follows :) 

They were: 


vr. H. P. Rusk, dean, College of Agriculture, University of Illinois, Urbana, 

Til. 

Dr. H. W. Martin, dean, School of Agriculture, Rutgers University, New 
Brunswick, N. J. 

Dr. D. Howard Doane, Doane Agricultural Service, St. Louis, Mo. 

Mr. F. W. Peck, executive director, Farm Foundation, Chicago, Il. 

Mr. John Gaus, professor, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. 

Mr. W. A. Schoenfeld, dean, Oregon State College, Corvallis, Oreg. 

Mr. Chester Davis, president, Federal Reserve Bank, St. Louis. Mo. 

Mr. William Rhea Blake, executive vice president, National Cotton Council, 
Memphis, Tenn. 

These were all men who know agriculture from A to Z. Their conclusions 
were unanimous. The Commission itself accepted the proposals of its dis- 
tinguished advisers practically without change. S. 1149 represents this expert 
body of opinion. Speaking as a private citizen, I believe that the Congress 
should pass the legislation necessary to put the Hoover Commission’s recom- 
mendations for agriculture into effect. We may never get another chance. 


THE PROBLEM 


The Department has grown fivefold over 20 years. Its activities have 
greatly expanded. In every major agricultural county of this Nation there are 
several separate representatives of agencies and bureaus of the Department, 
some of them not knowing what the other is doing. I do not believe that this is 
the proper way for the Department to be organized. However, this is bound 
to be the case when there has been no thoroughgoing reorganization of the De- 
partment in decades. 
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The bill also covers the transfer of the Bureau of Land Management from 
the Department of the Interior to the Department of Agriculture. The De 
partment of Agriculture has had a long and distinguished record in this field 
and it controls widespread public lands throughout the United States. The 
problems of the Bureau of Land Management are regionalized in the West. 
The Hoover Commission and its task force recommended this particular transfer. 
It could effect major economies. 

The Department of Vocational Agriculture is now centered in the Federal 
Security Agency. That Agency maintains only seven employees on this prob- 
em; however, the expenditure of public funds through grants-in-aid to the States 
is substantial. It is logical to expect that these two activities should be put 
in the same place in order to accomplish the Hoover Commission’s basic purpose 
of placing like functions of Government with like functions of Government, 
cheek by jowl.” 

THE BILL S. 1149 


The bill covers four important matters: 

1. Basie Organization of the Department.—At the present time there are 
over 20 major operational units of the Department reporting directly to the 
Secretary, aS well as several individuals. This violates basic principles of 
management and makes it difficult for the Secretary himself to render careful 
supervision of the Department. The bill would cut the number to eight units. 
This would be a great improvement. 

2. Organization at the field level._—The Department maintains numerous com- 
mittees at the local level, with almost 100,000 committeemen who are paid a 
moderate sum for the time they serve. Some of these committees are administra- 
tive in nature rather than advisory. The bill provides for one major council in 
each county and one for each State. The farmers on these councils would be 
elected. This represents an improvement in that it would cut down the number 
of committees, and it would make them more democratic. The advisory nature 
of the committees represents also an improvement, because, when a committee of 
farmers is doing administrative work, it automatically becomes more or less the 
spokesman for the Department and for the bureaucracy. On the other hand, 
if it is only advisory, it can represent the farmers and give their viewpoint 
without becoming special pleaders for the program of the Department. This is a 
more healthy way of doing the job and is in accord with our democratic 
traditions. 

3. The transfer of the Bureau of Land Management.—The Bureau of Land 
Management controls vast areas of public land in the West, as does the Forest 
Service. Clearly, it is wasteful to have two agencies of Government doing 
practically the same type of work, on the same type of land, in adjacent States 
and sometimes on intermingled tracts. It is even further confused, because the 
philosophy governing the two operations are sometimes quite different from 
each other. A merger of these two activities is clearly needed in order to avoid 
the inefficiencies which are bound to arise in the split set-up. Your committee 
may wish to consider amending the bill somewhat, however, to provide for 
special advisory committees of producers to advise the proposed Agricultural 
Resources Conservation Service in the field. These committees would be very 
similar to those which are contemplated for the purely farm agricultural 
activities of the Department. 

t. Transfer of Vocational Agriculture—This recommendation was made only 
by inference in the Report on Education of the Hoover Commission. It seems to 
be wise. There are now two agencies using funds for educational purposes—the 
Extension Service and the Vocational Agricultural Service. In many States the 
vocational agriculture activities are spreading into adult education, which has 
long been the prerogative of the Extension Service. In many cases, the high 
schools with their laboratories and other facilities, offer a splendid opportunity 
for adult education. However, since there is a long history of adult education on 
the part of the Extension Service, the two could, in my opinion, be administered 
much more effectively were they to be placed together in the Department of 

\vriculture where proper coordination could be assured. 


SUMMARY 


I have not had the time to analyze Senate bill No. 1149 completely and I 
feel that I am not capable of doing so. But, in attempting to point the way to 
more efficient administration of the Department of Agriculture, it is the respon- 
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sibility of the Congress to write legislation to carry out this purpose. This bil! 
is at least an attempt in the right direction and I believe that this goal of more 
efficient government is the earnest hope of every farmer and every citizen of 
this Nation. 


The Cuamrman. You are speaking not for any organization, but for 
the farmer? 


Mr. Jossrranp. I speak just for the plain American farmer. 


The CHarrman. Who is vitally interested in this Department of 
our Government. 


Mr. JOsserRAND. Yes, sir. 

I have not had the time to analyze this bill completely, and I shall 
not attémpt anything along that line at this time. 

May I just add the statement that in my opinion this puts more 
power in the hands of the Secretary of Agriculture than has ever 
rested in his hands before. In other words, it is a shift from a govern- 
ment of law to somewhat of a government by men, and in that there 
could be danger. But also within it there is more efficient government. 
And we never have had a Secretary of Agriculture, to my memory, 
who has violated his responsibilities on that score. 

This bill makes it possible for him to reorganize the great sprawling 
Department and render a greater service “to the American farmer 
and the American people than is possible at the present time. 

This is a problem that it is the responsibility of Congress to watch, 
if this is enacted into law, but I'am sure that it is very vital that the 
American people in the future be furnished the gover nment which can 
serve them in the most efficient manner and at the least cost possible. 

The CuamrmMan. Have you given consideration to sections 4 and 5 of 
the bill, which are substantially the same as in Reorganization Plan 
No. 4 which the Senate rejected last year ? 

Mr. Josseranpb. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Is that what you had in mind when you spoke of 
the unprecedented powers being conferred on the Secretary ? 

Mr. JosseRaAND. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarman. Then I take it you favor those provisions? 

Mr. Josseranp. Yes. There is no other way, as I see it, to cope 
with the fabric of law that has been woven as a result of one law 
being piled on to another. 

The Secretary today cannot reorganize it because of the laws that 
exist. 

The CHamrMan. Would you favor enacting just those sections into 
law without the other provisions of the bill, if you feel that the 
Secretary is competent to do a job of reorganization if we give him 
the blanket powers and therefore bring about greater efficiency at 
a lesser cost of service ¢ 

Mr. Josseranp. If he proved to be the right secretary, it would 
be all right. But that is the province of Congress, to set up certain 
safegu: ards that might protect against actions of the wrong type of 
secretary. 

The Cuarrman. Well, this bill does spell out many things in addi- 
tion to granting those powers. It spells out a number of reorganiza- 
tions. 

The question that I raised a while ago, when some other witness 
was testifying—Dr. Doane, I believe—is this: If we enact this bill, 
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the legislation does accomplish a number of reorganizations, and then, 
with the delegation of the broad powers that are in sections 4 and 5, 
to the Secretary, the question arises in my mind whether we would 
then be saying to the Secretary, “Mr. Secretary, here is the way 
we have set it up, but in your judgment you may think it should be 
changed, and if so, here is the power to do it.” 

So I just wonder if the other reorganizations that we are attempt- 
ing might not be a waste of time, if we are going to delegate those 
broad powers. 

Mr. Josseranp. There is that danger, Mr. Chairman. And, of 
course, as those faults may become apparent they can be changed in 
subsequent legislation. But the big job now is to reorganize the whole 
fabric, and then, as those weaknesses might appear, as they probably 
will appear, it is the province of the Congress to watch those proceed- 
ings. And, of course, the trouble is that it does not do so much good 
to lock the door after the horse is stolen. 

The Cuamman. Yes. The point, trying to think about this out 
loud, is that we certainly want to give the Secretary all of the power 
necessary for efficient administration. 

When, however, we delegate to him the responsibility, which I 
think primarily rests with us, to set up the organizi ation, to establish 
it by law, then as you say, about all we can do is undertake, if things 
vo wrong, to try to lock the door after the horse is stolen. 

Now, I am very much interested in suggestions or recommendations 
from witnesses who have studied this bill to tell us how we can dele- 
gate adequate power and authority to the Secretary to do the job 
without simply giving him a blank check. If there are some safe- 
guards that we could write into this, I would be interested in finding 
them, because I would like to write some in. 

Mr. Josseranp. It would be difficult to reorganize the Department 
and keep it going down the line without those provisions, for at least 
some time. 

Now, there could be some limitation put on those provisions, a limi- 
tation of time, that might be a help, or might be a barrier beyond 
which the subsequent secretaries could not go. However, agriculture 
is an ever-changing problem. It changes from season to season and 
from day to day. And therefore, the activities of the Department 
would have to change somewhat. 

The Cuarrman. Well, if we do a pretty thorough job of reorganiz- 
ing by statute at this time, it might be all right to grant to the Secre- 
tary powers to make additional reorganization. But I certainly would 
not want to delegate to him the power to disorganize what we thought 
we had organized. 

Mr. Josseranp. That is right. The purposes are set out in the bill, 
and they, of course, give him direction, but whether he would choose 
to follow those purposes or not remains to be seen. 

The Cuarmman. That is the thing that I am very much interested 
in. I do not want to take the responsibility if, after enacting the law, 
some administrator may set it aside after it becomes law, vetoing it 
for all practical purposes. 

Mr. Jossrranp. Sections 4 and 5 are quite sweeping, and I am not 
so sure that there is not a lot of danger in those sections. 
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But to take those sections out of the bill might prevent the ver, 
thing that you are trying to do in many instances. 
The CHarrman. I am simply trying to find if there is some wa, 


to have some checks and balances and some safeguards, and at the 
same time grant adequate powers to hold the Secretary responsible 


for good organization and efficient operation. 

Mr. JossErAND. Good administration. 

The CHarrMaANn. Yes. 

May I ask you this: Aside from those sections on the organization 
itself that the Congress is attempting to handle by spelling out se\ 
eral things in the bill here, do you generally favor the other provisions 
of the bill? 

Mr. Josseranp. Yes. I think the bill covers the subject pretty well. 

However, all of the provisions are not such that there won't be 
any controversy. 

The CHarrMan. We can always expect that, I think, on any situa- 
tion of importance. 

But if we do give and take here, and compromise some, we finally 
come out usually with something that is workable. 

Mr. Josseranp. I think the bill points the way to a tremendou- 
saving in the cost of governmental activities pertaining to agricul. 
ture, if it is carried out with the intent of the preamble of the bill, 
the purpose of the bill. 

The CHarrman. As chairman of the committee, I want to express 
my personal pleasure and gratification that you, and I hope some 
other people, who have no interest other than to be good farmers 
and to serve the interest of our great agricultural industry, come here 
and express their views. Because this legislation affects the lives 
and destinies of the farm people. 

Mr. Jossrranp. Not only farm people. It affects vitally the food 
supply of all of bhomennie 

The CHamman. Senator Dworshak, any questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Josserand. 

Senator, we have two other witnesses scheduled for today who can- 
not be back tomorrow. I should like personally to be on the floor 
for a while to begin the debate on the foreign aid bill. 

I have suggested that the committee adjourn until 2 o’clock. | 
hope you can join me at that time, and maybe some of the other 
members. 

The committee will stand in recess, then, until 2 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., a recess was taken until 2 p. m., this 
same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


The hearing reconvened at 2 p. m., upon the expiration of the 
recess. 

The CuarrmMan. The committee will come to order. 

The first witness this afternoon is Mr. Trask. 

Mr. Trask, will you come forward, please ? 

You have a prepared statement, I believe. You may read it if 
vou like. 
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STATEMENT OF E. S. TRASK, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, GENERAL 
MANAGER, UPPER SNAKE RIVER VALLEY DAIRYMEN’S ASSO- 
CIATION 


Mr. Trask. My name is E. 8. Trask. I have owned and operated 
an irrigated farm in Idaho since 1912. For the past 20 years, I have 

been general manager of the Upper Snake River V alley Dairymen’s 
Association, a cooperative which gathers milk and sells dairy prod- 
ucts for 125 miles up and down the valley. 

I have read the Hoover Commission Report on Agriculture, and am 
very sympathetic with its aims and objectives. 

I believe S. 1149 is a forward step in carrying out the impressive 
report of the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government. In producing the reorganization reports, an un- 
precedented group of national leaders joined forces, including such 
eminent citizens as former President Hoover, Dean Acheson, and 
Senator McClellan (chairman of this Senate committee). They 
labored long, hard, and intelligently on reorganization. The report 
on agriculture was based on the careful and intensive work of 
task force composed of persons outstanding in this field, such as 
Dean Rusk, whom we heard yesterday. 

National income and prosperity, our foreign commitments, and, 
to some degree, our very survival, are dependent on food and fiber 
and other farm output and, correlatively, upon the scope and efficiency 
of the United States Department of Agriculture. The Hoover Com- 
mission, recognizing these facts, directed the study of this Depart- 
ment to be made by America’s leading men in agriculture, men from 
colleges, farm organizations, and businesses, all versed in farm prob- 
lems. 

It might be expected that such a report would be thorough, com- 
prehensive, and sound. 

My study of their task force report has revealed that this is in 
fact the case. This view is not mine alone. The report has received 
the general approval of farm penne throughout the land. It has 
been. publicly endorsed by leading farm organizations in their an- 
nual convocations. 

The Department of Agriculture has expanded rapidly in keeping 
with the scope of the increasing economic and technical problems 
with which it must be concerned. There is manifestly a need for 
reorganization for the reasons, and along lines, set out in the Hoover 
report. But though this report was made in 1949, and has been 
widely studied and endorsed, the recommended reorganization of the 
Department of Agriculture has not yet taken place. Practically no 
improvement has occurred in this Department. In every other de- 
partment, yes; but in the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture, no. 

As the section-by-section analysis reveals, this biil streamlines the 
Department by regrouping its diversified functions and operations. 
Improved operating effectiveness and efficiency would stem from the 
Office of the Secretary, right down the line to the individual county 
agent and advisory farmer committeeman. The bill appropriately 
recognizes State ond local interests and is designed to preserve these, 
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while at the same time creating more effective operating procedures. 

Under the proposed legislation the organizational framework of 
the Department is to be ‘examined and reexamined periodically by 
the Secretary so as to improve the administration along the lines 
of Hoover Commission recommendaions. The five statutory yard- 
sticks which would guide and define his action are set out in 8. 1149, 
as revised. These are proven methods of good administration. 
Adhered to by the Secretary, they should effectuate a department 
capable of better service to the farmer at lower cost. 

It has long been recognized as good policy to have all kinds of 
large and extensive enterprises—such as this Department of 82,000 
employee—divided and specialized in major purpose branches. 
Large corporations follow the practice of dividing into specialized 
branches headed by a general manager and policy- -making directorate 
carefully chosen. U nder the bill, the Department of Agri iculture is to 
be grouped into eight major purpose administrative services: 

. Staff. 

Research. 

Consultation. 
Conservation. 

Marketing and Adjustment. 
. Regulatory. 

7. Credit. 

8. Rural Electrification. 


th 


Une 


The creation of these services would in no way lessen or cut out 
present services to the farmer, but fould bring them in line with 
their major performances as recommended in the report of the 
Hoover Commission on agriculture. 

There are transfers included in this bill which stem from this same 
basic principle of the Commission, such as moving the Bureau of 
Land Management from the Department of the Interior to the De- 
partment of Agriculture. The importance of this can be observed 
first-hand by traveling through States where the land areas under 
the jurisdiction of the Interior and the Agriculture Departments are 
laid out in the pattern of a checkboard. It is said that the working 
agents of the two Departments pass each other walking up and down 
the sides of a mountain. Frequently permission to graze must be 
obtained from offices in separate States. Agencies with similar pur- 
poses should be combined, as is done in this bill by joining the Bureau 
of Land Management with the Forest Service, in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The vocational education service should be transferred from the 
Federal Security Agency to the Department of Agriculture for the 
same purpose of functional consolidation. Of course, I realize that 
Government operations cannot always be compared with business, but 
it would be only natural for a business which had similar services to 
plan them under one head. The principal duty of this vocational 
service is to enlighten the people in agriculture; yet the agency is 
under the Federal Security Agency which is not designed to deal with 
farm problems. 

This bill proposes to improve the effectiveness and functional op 
erations of State and county agricultural advisory councils. The 
provisions are intended to give effectiveness to State and local views 
and at the same time recognizing the responsibility of the Secretary 
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of Agriculture for carrying out his statutory functions and for the 
administration of his own organization. The farmers could use better 
and more representative devices. 

The final section of the bill authorizes a study of the Federal 
Security Agency, the Federal Trade Commission, and the Depart- 
ment of Agri iculture to determine the practicality of placing regulatory 
functions concerning food under the Department of Agriculture, and 
those concerning drugs under the Public Health Service. 

Consolidation of the various functions and agencies of the De- 
partment of Agriculture follows the proven organizational and 
administrative paws rn accepted by the Hoover Commission, businesses 
throughout the Nation, and most of the departments of the Federal 
Government. I strongly urge the committee to use this means of 
bringing good administration to one of the largest and most important 
of the Federal departments. 

The Cuarrman. I have followed very closely your statement, Mr. 
Trask, and, as I understand it, you support the bill as it is now revised 
in the committee print. 

Mr. Trask. As far as I know about it. I admit that I have not 
made as thorough a study as many of the men who have preceded me 
and who have been in on some of these meetings. I have been busy 
at many other things. But upon reading it over a couple of times it 
sounds reasonable to me. 

The Cuairman. You have, then, no specific recommendations as to 
any changes or amendments ? 

Mr. Trask. I think I shall leave that to someone else, Mr. Chairman, 
Dean Rusk, or some of those gentlemen who have studied it. 

The Cuairman. In other words, you simply recognize, as everyone 
does 

Mr. Trask. The general principle of the bill. 

The Cuairrman. That this Department should be reorganized. 

Mr. Trask. Yes, sir. 

The Cramman. And insofar as you can determine, from the con- 
sideration you have given to the Hoover Commission’s recommenda- 
tion and the bill itself, it is heading in the right direction ? 

Mr. Trask. That is right. 

There is one point I should like to make, Mr. Chairman, and that 
is probably the average person in the Department would object be- 
cause of the idea that maybe less jobs would be forthcoming after the 
reorganization. 

The Cuatrman. I should hope that we could promote that and 

carry it into effect. 

Mr. Trask. You have got to have either fewer jobs or more work. 
You have to do one or the other to balance the budget. 

In business we decrease the budget or increase the sales. You must 
make a choice. 

Senator DworsHak. I would just like to say that I am happy to 
have this statement, of Mr. Trask, with whom I have been acquainted 
for at least 25 years. He is one of the outstanding farm leaders in 
our State and has participated as manager for many years in the 
operation of one of the largest and most successful cooperative groups 
handling dairy products, and I am sure that when he presents these 
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views he is reflecting the thinking of many thousands of farmers in 
our State. 

Mr. Trask. Thank you. 

The Cuarmman. Thank you very much, Mr. Trask. 

We will next hear from Mr. Brice. 

Will you come forward, please ¢ 

I see you have a prepared statement also. Would you like to read 
it ¢ 


STATEMENT OF FRANK J. BRICE, WATERBURY, CONN., CHAIRMAN, 
OPERATION EFFICIENCY, JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF 
THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. Brice. Yes; I would. 

My name is Frank J. Brice. I thank you for this opportunity to 
testify in favor of S. 1149. 

I represent the Junior Chamber of Commerce of the United States 
and almost 200,000 members—ages 21 to 35 years—located in every 
one of the 48 States. 

Recently I have been named chairman of operation efficiency of the 
junior chamber. Operation efficiency is one of our major national 
programs—designed to improve our ‘Federal Government in accord- 
ance with the recommendations of the Hoover Commission. 

I wish to reaffirm our resolution favoring the entire Hoover reports. 
This resolution has been approved by our national annual convention 
3 years in a row. Though judgments may vary on specific recom- 
mendations, we feel that great efficiency and economy in Government 
will result from approv al of every one of these recommendations by 
Congress. We think every one should be given a try. 

The study of the Department of Agriculture was carried out by 
distinguished leaders from educational institutions, organizations, and 
businesses dealing with farmers. The Hoover Commission’s task 
force did not review the Department of Agriculture in a half-hearted 
manner. It studied activities in every nook and corner of the Depart- 
ment. It delved deeply into major governmental problems and activi- 
ties in, and related to, the broad field of agriculture. 

Every phase of administration was studied. The prestige and 
activities of the Hoover Commission and its distinguished task force 
on agricultural activities offer full warrant for these proposals. 

The soil is a primary source of our strength and welfare. There- 
fore, national prosperity is directly proportionate to the prosperity 
of our farms. The living standard in cities, and especially in the 
smaller ones, rises and falls directly in relation to the prosperity of the 
surrounding farms. The Department of Agriculture aids the farmer 
in scientific, economical, and sociological farm work. We feel, as I 
know you gentlemen do, that the Department’ s administration should 
be the finest that is possible. 

The study of the Department of Agriculture on the national and 
local level by the Hoover Commission brought out several complicated 
and serious ‘problems. Rapid growth over the past 20 years and the 
extension of duties into many new scientific and technological fields 
has caused a diffusion of authority among the several offices report- 
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ing to the Secretary. Several agencies within the Department over- 
lap and duplicate, and sometimes even compete. 

The field organizations at the State and county levels have become 
excessive, causing confusion both within the Department and in its re- 
lations with the farmers. These were the problems in 1949. 

At the present time, as far as I am able to determine, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture is faced with these very same problems. It ap- 
pears that no real reorganization has taken place in the Department. 
If any is to result, it will have to be set out by Congress in law. 

As I understand this bill, it will place into the statute books the ree- 
ommendations of the Hoover Commission, by regrouping specific 
activities of the Department along functional lines. A most important 
change will be the ests ablishment of a service for each major purpose 
activ ity. The value of this principle of functional administration has 
be en well established, both in business and in government. It should 

we apphed here. 

The second important reform would be replacement of numerous 
local, county, and State agricultural committees by one elected council 
in each county and one in each State. These councils would advise 
the representatives of the Secretary of Agriculture on problems and 
practices at the farm level. They will add an inestimable service in 
bringing the functions of the Department directly to the individual 

voblems of the farmer. They would represent the farmer. 

The bill directs the Secretary to study the Department with the 
view to utilizing these improvements and bringing economies wher- 
ever possible in other ways. It transfers agricultural functions to 
the Department where they belong. These reorganizations, when 
vigorously installed by the Secretary of Agriculture and carried out 
on a continuous basis under his administration. will bhing every indi- 
vidual farmer better service. It will bring that service at a lower 
cost to every person in the Nation. 

For the assistance of the committee, I am enclosing herewith, for 
the record, an analysis of S. 1149, prepared by the agricultural com- 
mittee of the Citizens Committee. It explains in more detail than I 
can why the bill before you is a reform measure of the greatest im- 
portance. 

Thank you. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Brice, an analysis of the bill has already be en 
printed in the record; so, it will not be necessary to print it again. 

Mr. Brice. I did not know that, Senator. 

The Carman. I am sure you did not know that. But we have 
already placed one in the record ; so, it is available. 

As I understand your testimony, you, too, agree that, without mak- 
ing any specific recommendations other than as to the general objec- 
tives, you are very glad that this bill is now before the Senate and is 
being considered ¢ 

Mr. Brice. That is right, Senator. 

The Cuatrrman. Or do you have any specific recommendations or 
changes that you would recommend ? 

Mr. Brice. T do not think I can add anything, Senator, to what 
has already been said. 


, (The anaylsis referred to by Mr. Brice was later submitted by Dr. Johnson with other 
‘terature of the Citizens Committee and appears on p. 353.) 
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The CHatrMan. I notice one expression you use in your statement 
to the effect that “If any [reorg ganization]! is to result it will have to 
be set out by Congress in law.” 

That refers to ‘Yeorganization taking place in the Department. 

Now, this bill does delegate to the Secretary of Agriculture powers 
to reorganize after we pass this bill, as proposed in Reorganization 
Plan No. 4 last year, which the Senate rejected. 

How do you feel about granting those powers after the Congress 
itself undertakes to reorganize the Department as this bill would 
reorganize it? 

Mr. Brice. Speaking for myself, I think that I would be very 
happy to see any improvement. 

The Cuarman. I know. We all agree that we want improvement. 
I think everyone is for reorganization. But this is no small task. 

Mr. Brice. I realize that, Senator. 

The CuamrMan. This is no minor or inconsequential responsibility 
of Congress. Primarily it is our responsibility to do it by law, just as 
yousay. That is the only way it can be done. 

But this bill does not stop there. It carries with it a delegation of 
power—as other witnesses have testified here this morning—that is 
unprecedented to give to a Secretary of Agriculture. 

Now, this question arises in consideration of the bill: 

If we pass the bill, undertaking to reorganize the Department ac- 
cording to the Hoover Commission recommendations as far as we 

can carry them out, then should we further delegate to the Secretary 
the powers to undo what the C ongress has done, or atte mpted to do, 
with the specific provisions of the bill that we enact? It presents « 
question. 

We receive numerous letters—I do not know how many are coming 
in here; I just refer them to the clerk of the committee, and I am able 
to read some of them—urging us to enact the Hoover Commission re 
ports, or put them into effect. And I know in most instances they 
do not realize what is involved. 

Occasionally, there is an exception, and occasionally somebody has 
studied the reports and has an appreciation of the task that is involved 
in undertaking to put them into effect. 

But most of them seem to think in terms of a reorganization that 
would save money. They have been sold in the idea “that if we put 
the reorganizations into effect they will save 5 million dollars in taxes. 

They have no idea in the w orld what is ac tually recommended, or 
just what is involved in undertaking to legislate into law the recom- 
mendations of the Commission. 

It is not an easy job, 

So, after we work on this pretty hard—and I think we are trying 
to do a sincere job—the question arises in my mind. Would it then 
be wise to delegate powers to the Secretary, without proper safeguard, 
that would permit -and I am not implying that he would, but I am 
talking about sound legislation—that would permit him by some ad- 
ministrative order dow! n there to change what the Congress has at- 
as tt to do? 

I doubt the wisdom of that. And still, at the same time, I want to 
find the way in this bill to give the Secretary all of the power that is 
necessary for him to effic iently administer all of the functions as the 
Congress has reorganized the Department. 
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So, we have a much more difficult task here in trying to pass legis- 
lation that is sound, that is administratively sound, may | say, and 
at the same time retain a control or safeguard that will not permit 
extreme abuses. 

I just wish all of the people would write us about these things so we 
could have a true concept of this momentous task that is before the 
Congress in trying to reorganize the biggest institution in the world, 
and streamline it so that it will operate efficiently and economically. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator Dworsuak. I have no question. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Brice. 

Mr. Brice. Thank you. 

Senator Dworsuak. Mr. Chairman, at this point, I should like to 
submit for the record a telegram I have received from Mr. George 
W. Beardmore, secretary of the North Idaho Forestry Association, 
containing a statement favoring the consolidation of the Bureau of 
Land Management into Agriculture, in order to eliminate duplication 
of effort and expense. ; 

The CuairMan. It may be printed in the record at this point. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 


LEWISTON, IpAHo, August 28, 1951. 
Hon. HENRY DWoRsnAkK, 
United States Senate: 

Our news service this morning states Senate Committee on Expenditures in the 
ixecutive Departments is holding hearings on S. 1149, a reorganization bill to 
transfer Bureau of Land Management from Interior Department to Agriculture 
Please convey this message to Chairman McClellan for insertion into the record 
of this hearing. The North Idaho Forestry Association is an organization of 
over 40 years’ standing, devoted to the promotion of practical forestry, good 
utilization, and forest-land management in northern Idaho. It represents over 
80 percent of the private timberland owners in this area. Its meetings have 
always been open to and participated in by State and Federal agencies. We do 
not know the full import of the provisions of S. 1149 but strongly favor the 
consolidation of the Bureau of Land Management into Agriculture in the sincere 
belief that, with proper safeguards, it is a step to be taken in the elimination of 
duplication of effort and expense and will assure the public of uniformity and 
better management of the public lands. Over 62 percent of the area of the State 
of Idaho is in Federal ownership, and the importance of this consolidation into 
the Department of Agriculture cannot be underestimated. 

NokTH IDAHO FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, 
GEORGE W. BEARDMORE, Seerctary. 


Senator Dworsuak. I should also like to offer a letter from Mr. 
Ralph R. Wilson, of the forestry department of the Idaho State Col- 
lege of Pocatello, Idaho, which presents some very pertinent observa- 
tions in connection with S. 1149. 

The Cuarrman. It may be printed in the record. 

( The letter referred to is as follows :) 


IDAHO STATE COLLEGE, 
Pocatello, Idaho, August 22, 1951. 
Senator Henry DworsHak, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR DworsHAK: Senate bill No. 1149, introduced in the Senate by Mr. 
Aiken, which provides for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture 
in accordance with the recommendations of the Committee on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government, appears to me to be a sound idea. 


88670—51——_--9 
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As a forester, I am deeply interested in the provisions of this bill. At last 
here is a measure which should reduce needless duplication of effort and expens« 
and at the same time make for greater efficiency in the administration of al! 
lands concerned with the development and production of plant, fiber, forage 
tree, and food crops of all kinds. If the care of these lands, their watersheds 
and the waters on which these crops depend, together with the research carried 
on concerning them, is all under one jurisdictional and administrative head, not 
only is a logically arranged organization completed but one that can coordinate 
all its activities to the best interests of all the people. 

Since forestry is essentially a crop proposition in all its multiple phases from 
the timber and forage to the wildlife of all kinds within its areas, it is clearly a 
function of the Department of Agriculture. The outstanding thing that appeals 
to me is that all forestry activities can thus be put together with other agricul 
tural activities in that Department, and that all forestry work in the Department 
can be united under one bureau—the Forest Service. This last feature seems 
more important to me than any other, as then all forest research and administra 
tion are combined into one functioning unit. In union there is strength, and 
that means results are accomplished efficiently as well. Familiarity with the 
history of the Oregon and California land grants amply illustrates the need for 
this reorganization, just to cite one example. It is also logical and right that al) 
functions relating to mining and mineral resources remain in the Department 
of the Interior. 

As a professional and teehnical man whose job is the training of foresters, 
I urge you to use your influence in urging the passage of this bill. Section 7. 
in particular, is highly important. Won't you please read this letter to the 
committee, or use it in the Senate in some way that seems most feasible to you 
in doing the most good for this bill? Certainly at a time like this We need to 
reduce confusion and waste and promote efficiency in Government. 

I am writing this letter also to Senator Welker, and I am mailing a carbon 
copy to Chairman McClellan of Arkansas. I feel very strongly about this matter, 
as my work naturally covers the field embraced by this bill. Thank you very 
much for what consideration you feel you can give to my statements. 

With hest wishes, 
RatpH R. WILSON, 
Associate Professor of Forestry, Forestry Department. 


The Cuamman. That concludes the hearings scheduled for this 
week. 

We shall resume hearings on this measure on next Wednesday, 
the 5th of September. 

The committee is in recess until 10 o’clock, Wednesday, September 5. 

(Thereupon, at 2:45 p. m., the committee was recessed, to recon- 
vene at 10 a.m. Wednesday, September 5, 1951.) 
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WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 5, 1951 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES 
IN THE Executive DEPARTMENTS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess in room 35%, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. John L. McClellan (chairman) presid- 
ing. 

Present: Senators McClellan, Underwood, Moody, McCarthy, 
Schoeppel, and Dworshak, 

Also present: Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk; Glenn K. Shriver, 
Miles Seull, Jr., professional staff members; and Ann M. Grickis, 
assistant chief clerk. 

The Cuairman. The committee will come to order. 

We shall resume hearings this morning on S. 1149. 

Our first witness is Mr. L. E. Cross. 

Will you come forward, please ? 

You have a prepared statement, Mr. Cross. Do you wish to read 
it 

Mr. Cross. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Very well, you may read it. Identify yourself 
for the record, first, please, sir. 


STATEMENT OF LIONEL E. CROSS, SAN JOSE, CALIF., ACTING EXECU- 
TIVE SECRETARY, NATIONAL VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURAL 
TEACHERS ASSOCIATION, AND TEACHER OF VOCATIONAL AGRI- 
CULTURE 


Mr. Cross. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I would 
like to say first of all that we wish to express our appreciation to this 
conunittee for being allowed to appear before you. 

My name is Lionel E. Cross. My occupation is teacher of agri- 
culture in San Jose, Calif. I am also acting executive secretary of the 
National Vocational Agricultural Teachers Association. 

| am here to represent the nearly 11,000 vocational agricultural 
teachers throughout the country who will be affected by S. 1149. 

As an organization we are very much opposed to that portion of 
section 7 of S. 1149 which provides for the transfer of Smith-Hughes 
vocational agriculture from the Federal Security Agency to the 
United States Department of Agriculture. 

Our organization is in absolute agreement with the recommendation 
of the Hoover task force on agricultural activities, as indicated on 
page 80 of its report, which reads as follows : 
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The more formal vocational educational work in agriculture and homemaking. 
typified by the future farmers and future homemakers of America, now per- 
formed by the Cftice of Education in the Federal Security Agency, was con- 
sidered but the committee concluded it should not be a function of the De- 
partment of Agriculture. 


To us it seems that the first problem which must be decided on is: 


Is vocational agriculture basically agriculture, or basically education ? 


Joe Kemen, “president of the Minnesota V o-Ag Teachers Associa- 
tion, says: 


We feel that as a part of the educational system of this country, we rightful! 
belong in the vocational education division of the United States Office 
Education. 


L. E. Kent, president of the Virginia Vo-Ag Teachers Association, 
says: 


oft 


Since vocational agriculture is very definitely an integral part of the publ 
education system, this association is opposed to the transfer of vocations! 
agriculture to the United States Department of Agriculture. 

N. B. Davis, president of the Florida association, says: 

We want to stay in the field of education and be a part of the school. 


We might quote many such opinions from other States. However, 
the prime objective of vocational agriculture can be summed up in 
these words: “What can we do for the boy?” 

Yes, we do teach scientific agriculture, but we do far more than 
that. We would particularly wish to invite this committee to attend 
the National Future Farmer Convention which is soon to be held 
in Kansas City. Watch these young men conduct their meetings: 
watch them discuss and consider the many problems which come be 
fore the convention. Admittedly, these Future Farmers are the 
“cream of the crop,” but they are the product of vocational agricul- 
tural programs, and are definite evidence that we have done much 
more than to impart scientific agricultural information. 

Future Farmers are given a wide variety of experiences throug! 
project competition, judging contests, parliamentary procedure con- 
tests, conducting chapter meetings, and a host of other such activities. 

Smith- Hughes vocational agriculture is basically concerned with 
ine total developme nt of each boy: to us this is education. Scientific 

riculture plays a very important part in the development, but the 
a uidepost - “What can we do for the boy?” through vocational 
ag feiathaee: 

Problem No. 2, which is to us misrepresentation of facts. The 
second consideration, and perhaps the most misleading part of S 
1149, is that the Hoover Commission task force following the full | 
consideration did not recommend the transfer of vocational agricul 
ture, but it did recommend reorganization of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Section 7 was made an integral part of the bill, in spite of the 
written report of the entire committee. That is why section 7 is 
sometimes erroneously associated with the Hoover task force recom- 
mendations. 

We feel that there is danger in the possibility of national farm 
organizations endorsing the principles bar purposes of the bill as a 
whole, because of the reorganization features involved in the Depart- 
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ment of Agriculture and thus being misinterpreted as endorsing 
section 4. 

Quite a number of our State Vo-Ag teacher associations are asking, 
“Who is pushing section 7 of S. 1149% Why were we not given an 
opportunity to discuss the problems involved? Why did such a pro- 
posal become part of S. 1149 when those most interested, vocational 
agriculture people were not brought in to fully air and discuss the 
problems?” 

The above are but a small sample of the types of questions being 
asked by vocational agricultural instructors. However, the bill ap- 
pears to have a misleading introduction, as it states that it is— 


to provide for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Commission on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government. 


As previously mentioned, the task force on agricultural activities in 
if 


their report stated that vocational education work in agriculture— 


should not be a function of the Department of Agriculture. 

Vo-ag instructors have no objections to S. 1149, excepting that por- 
tion in section 7 which deals with the vo-ag transfer, and attached 
is a copy of S. 1149 with the items in black brackets which should be 
deleted from the bill. 

The Cuairman. That may be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


[Committee Print] 
PROPOSED CHANGES IN §. 1149 
[s. ——, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act shall be known as the ‘“Depart- 
ment of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1951.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture shall examine and from time to time 
reexamine the organization and management of all agencies of the Department 
of Agriculture to accomplish the following purposes : 

(1) Reduction of expenditures and promotion of economy to the fullest extent 
consistent with the efficient operation of Department programs; elimination of 
facilities, stations, and offices that are not necessary to such operation ; coordina- 
tion of programs and operations; and observance of good management. 

(2) The utilization of the Agricultural Consultation Service by other agencies 
within the Department, as the service for disseminating information (except 
necessary instructions incidental to the conduct of ogerating programs) and 
conducting agricultural educational programs of the Department for farmers 
and the public through established channels. 

(3) Full cooperation with State and local agencies in promoting soil, water, 
and forest conservation as a part of national resource conservation and develop- 
ment programs, and in promoting research, extension, marketing, and regulatory 
programs, and other agricultural objectives and services. 

(4) The administration of the activities of the Department that involve 
management of federally owned land in the field through regional offices reflecting 
relevant geographical factors and the use of State and local advisory groups to 
the extent possible provided that actual administration of programs should be 
the responsibility of the Department subject to any cooperative arrangements 
with the State involved. 
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(5) (A) The organization, at State levels, of field administration of programs, 
for the purpose of maintaining close liaison with related activities under State 
programs, and of merging services at county levels and to farmer units so as ty 
minimize duplicating and unnecessary employees, but with due regard to avoiding 
divided authority. 

(B) The organization, at county levels, of agricultural councils comprised of 
representatives of each of the several departmental services, for the purpose of 
interchanging information as to their programs and activities, and promoting 
efficiency in their operations. 

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to effectuate the 
purposes specified in subsection (a) of this section. He shall make a specia! 
report to the Congress prior to the submission of the budget estimate for the 
Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, setting forth in detail the 
extent he deems the purposes specified in subsection (a) of this section have 
been effectuated together with such draft legislation as he deems necessary to 
completely effectuate such purposes. 

Sec. 3. There shall be in the Department of Agriculture one additional As 
sistant Secretary of Agriculture, who shall be appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, who shall perform such duties as 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall prescribe, and who shall receive compensation 
at the rate prescribed by law for Assistant Secretaries of executive depart 
ments, 

Sec. 4. There shall be in the Department of Agriculture an Administrative 
Assistatnt Secretary of Agriculture, who shall be appointed by the Secretary 
of Agriculture under the classified civil service, who shall perform such duties 
as the Secretary of Agriculture shall prescribe, and who shall receive compen 
sation at the rate payable under the Classification Act of 1949, as amended. 

Sec. 5. (a) Except as otherwise provided in subsection (b) of this section 
there are hereby transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture all functions of al! 
other officers of the Department of Agriculture and all functions of all agencies 
and employees of such Department. 

(b) This section shall not apply to the functions vested by the Administrative 
Procedure Act (60 Stat. 237) in hearing examiners employed by the Department 
of Agriculture nor to the functions of the corporations of the Department of 
Agriculture or under its supervision, nor to the functions of the boards of direc 
tors and ofiicers of such corporations, or of the Advisory Board of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

(c) The Seeretary of Agriculture may from time to time make such provisions 
as he shall deem appropriate authorizing the performance by any other officer, 
employee, or agency of the Department of Agriculture of any function of the 
Secretary, including any function transferred to the Secretary by the provisions 
of this Act. 

(d) The Secretary of Agriculture may from time to time effect such transfers 
within the Department of Agriculture of any of the records, property, personne], 
and unexpended balances (available or to be made available) of appropriations, 
allocations, and other funds of such Department as he may deem necessary in 
order to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 6. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to reor 
ganize the Department of Agriculture so that all of its operational functions at 
the seat of the Government will be grouped into the following eight major 
administrative services : 

1. Staff Service. 

2. Research Service. 

Agricultural Consultation Service. 
Agricultural Resources Conservation Service. 
Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service 
Regulatory Service. 

Agricultural Credit Service. 

8. Rural Electrification Service. 

In carrying out the provisions of this subsection the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall be guided by the recommendations as to departmental structure that were 
contained in the report on the Department of Agriculture made by the Commis 
sion on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government. 

Sec. 7. (a) There are hereby transferred (1) from the Department of the 
Interior to the Secretary of Agriculture the functions of the Bureau of Land 
Management (except as respects mining and mineral resources) and the func 
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tions of the Secretary of the Interior in relation thereto[; and (2) from the 
Federal Security Agency, the Administrator of the Federal Security Agency, 
and the Commissioner of Education, to the Secretary of Agriculture the functions 
of administering so much of the provisions of the Smith-Hughes Vocational 
Education Act as amended, the Act of March 10, 1924, the Vocational Education 
Act of 1946, the Act of March 3, 1931 (20 U. S. C., ch. 2), and the Act of March 
18, 1950, as relate to agriculture and the training of agricultural teachers in- 
cluding the administration of payments to States of the amounts referred to in 
subsections (e), (f), (g), and (h) of this section]. The administrative unit 
administering the functions [transferred from the Federal Security Agency, to- 
vether with], the Extension Service, and the Soil Conservation Service shall be 
included as autonomous units in the Agricultural Consultation Service and none 
such units shall be subordinate to any other of such units. 

(b) All property and records relating primarily to the functions transferred 
under this section are transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(c) All personnel whose chief duties relate to the functions transferred under 
this section are transferred to the Department of Agriculture. Any of the 
personnel transferred by this section to the Department of Agriculture which 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall find to be in excess of the personnel neces- 
sary for the administration of the functions transferred shall, in accordance 
with the law, be retransferred to other positions in the Government or separated 
from service. 

(d) All unexpended balances of appropriations, allocations, and other funds, 
which the Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall determine relate primarily 
to the functions transferred under this section, are transferred to the Secretary 
of Agriculture for use in the administration of the functions so transferred. 
[Thirty-seven per centum ($206,800) of the funds authorized to be appropriated 
annually to the Office of Education, Federal Security Agency, for administration 
of all phases of vocational education under the provisions of section 7 of the 
Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act of February 23, 1917, as amended, and 
section 9 of the Vocational Education Act of 1946, shall hereafter be authorized 
to be appropriated annually to the Department of Agriculture for use in the 
administration of the functions transferred from the Federal Security Agency. 
Nothing in this Act shall be interpreted to change, alter, or abridge the powers 
of State boards for vocational education in the administration of programs of 
agricultural education within the several States, Territories, and insular 
possessions. 

(e) Fifty per centum of all funds authorized to be appropriated for the train- 
ing of teachers under the provisions of section 4 of the Smith-Hughes Vocational 
Edueation Act of February 23, 1917, as amended, shall hereafter be authorized 
to be appropriated to the Department of Agriculture for certification to the 
Secretary of the Treasury of the amounts which each State is entitled to receive 
for the training of teachers of vocational agriculture, said sums to be allotted in 
the same manner as prescribed in section 2 of the Smith-Hughes Vocational Edu- 
eation Act of February 23, 1917, as amended, except that the allotment to any 
State shall not be less than a minimum of $5,000 for any fiscal year. 

{(f) Fifty per centum of the funds authorized to be appropriated for allot- 
ment to the Territory of Hawaii under the provisions of section 4 of the Act of 
March 10, 1924 (an Act to extend the provisions of certain laws to the Territory 
of Hawaii), shall hereafter be authorized to be appropriated to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for certification to the Secretary of the Treasury for allot- 
ment to the Territory for paying the salaries of teachers, supervisors and direc- 
tors of agricultural subjects, and for the training of teachers. 

C(z) Of the $105,000 authorized to be appropriated for allotment to Puerto 
Rico under the provisions of section 1 of the Act of March 3, 1931 (20 U. 8. C., 
ch. 2) (an Act to extend the provisions of certain laws relating to vocational 
education and civilian rehabilitation to Puerto Rico), $35,000 shall hereafter 
be authorized to be appropriated to the Department of Agriculture for certifica- 
tion to the Secretary of the Treasury for allotment to Puerto Rico. Of such 
sum $30,000 shall be available only for the salaries of teachers of agriculural 
subjects, and $5,000 shall be available ony for the maintenance of teacher train- 
ing and supervision of agricutural education. 

{(h) Fifty per centum of the funds authorized to be appropriated for allot- 
ment to the Virgin Islands under the provisions of the Act of March 18, 1950 
(an Act to extend the benefits of the Vocational Education Act of 1946 to the 
Virgin Islands), shall hereafter be authorized to be appropriated to the Depart- 


or 
SI go ee ee ee een een 6=—s_ a 4aOw Tet? eerpor 1 yr 





124 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


ment of Agriculture for certification to the Secretary of the Treasury for allot- 
ment to the Virgin Islands for use in the promotion of vocational education in 
agriculture, upon the same terms and conditions as allotments to the several! 
States, but with such modification as the Secretary of Agriculture shall deem 
necessary to meet the special conditions existing in the Virgin Islands. 

C(i) Transfer of functions under clause (2) of subsection (a) shall not b 
construed to modify in any way the conditions on procedures under which pay 
ments shall be made to States except that payments with respect to agriculture 
shall be made by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

{(j) The administration of State vocational agricultural programs shall be 
carried on in accordance with established practice and through established 
State and local channels.J 

Sec. & (a) So much of section 32 of the Act approved August 24, 1935, as 
amended (U.S. C., title 7, sec. 612¢), as precedes clause (1) thereof is amended 
to read as follows: “There is authorized to be appropriated such sums of money 
as Congress may deem necessary for use by the Secretary of Agriculture to”. 

(b) The first, third, and fourth sentences of the second paragraph of such 
section 32 are amended by striking out in each of said sentences “the sums 
appropriated under this section” and inserting in lieu thereof “Sums appro 
priated pursuant to the authorization provided for in this section”. 

Sec. 9. Effective one hundred and twenty days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, all existing local, county, and State agricultural committees (except 
as hereafter exempted) created by authority of Federal law and participating in, 
or advising with respect to, the formulation or administration of any programs 
of the Department of Agriculture are abolished. Effective one hundred and 
twenty days after the date of enactment of this Act the functions of such com- 
mittees (except those which will be exercised by State and county agricultural 
advisory councils created under section 10 of this Act) are transferred to and 
shall be exercised by such agency or agencies or personnel of the Department of 
Agriculture as the Secretary of Agriculture may direct. The agricultural credit 
service committee and the advisory committees on grazing and forestry in the 
county and State and the functions thereof are exempt from this section. 

Sec. 10. (a) There is authorized to be created in each State one State agricul- 
tural advisory council and in each agricultural county therein one county agri 
cultural advisory council. 

(b) (1) Each county agricultural advisory council created pursuant to this sec- 
tion shall be composed of five individuals who shall be elected by farmers residing 
in the county from among their number. For the purposes of this subsection 
a farmer shall be one who derives the principal part of his or her income from 
farming. The term of office of the members of the county agricultural advisory 
council shall be for five years: Provided, That at the initial election the terms 
shall be staggered up to five years as the interim State agricultural council may 
direct so that only one term will expire in any one year. A county agricultural 
advisory council member who has served for five years continuously shall not 
be eligible for reelection until at least one year has elapsed after the completion 
of his service : Provided, That this shall not prevent a member initially elected for 
a term of less than five years from being reelected for a regular five-year term. 
The county agricultural advisory council shall elect a chairman and vice chair- 
man from among its number and a secretary who may or may not be a member 
and may establish such subcommittees as it deems necessary. 

(2) The county agricultural advisory council shall be furnished the necessary 
office and other space in the major building housing the other county agricultural 
functions. 

(c) Each State agricultural advisory council created pursuant to this sec- 
tion shall be composed of thirteen individuals, seven of whom shall be elected by 
the chairmen of the county agricultural advisory councils from among the 
membership of such councils and six of whom shall be the following officials, or 
their respective designees: The State secretary of agriculture or corresponding 
official, the director of the State agricultural experiment station, the director 
of the State agricultural extension service, the chairman of the State soil con- 
servation committee, the State director or supervisor of vocational agriculture, 
and the head of the State conservation department or corresponding official. 
In States where the director of the agricultural experiment station and the direc- 
tor of the State agricultural extension service is the same person, such person 
shall designate one person from either of these services to serve with him (or 
with another person designated by him) on the State councils created pursuant 
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r allot- i to this section. The State agricultural advisory council shall elect a chairman 

ition in 3 and vice chairman from among its members and a secretary who may or may 
several _ not be a member and may establish such subcommittees as it deems necessary. 

ll deen (d) There is authorized to be created in each State an interim State agricul- 

: tural council to be composed of the following six officials or their respective 

not be | designees: the State secretary of agriculture or corresponding official, the 

director of the State agricultural experiment station, the director of 


the State agricultural extension service, the chairman of the State soil conserva- 
tion Committee, the State Director or supervisor of vocational agriculture, and 


hall be the head of the State conservation department or corresponding official. The 
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blished interim State agricultural council shall come into being upon the filing with the 

Secretary of Agriculture of a statement signed by the six individuals who will 
935, as compose the council that they desire to proceed in accordance with this section. 
nended Each interim State agricultural council created pursuant to this section shall 
money promptly initiate action leading to the election of the members of the county 
re to”. ’ agricultural advisory councils and, in turn, the election of the seven elected 
f such ’ members of the State agricultural advisory council. The interim State agri- 
+ sums cultural council shall, subject to subsections (b) and (c) of this section, pre- 


seribe the initial terms for memberships for each county agricultural advisory 
council, and such rules as to organization, elections, and meetings of the county 
agricultural advisory councils and the State agricultural advisory council as it 
deems necessary. On completion of the election of the members of the State 


appro 


lent of 


2¥ CO : 
ee, i agricultural advisory council the interim State agricultural council shall file 
grams | | a statement with the Secretary of Agriculture that the county agricultural 
d and | | advisory councils and the State agricultural advisory council have been created 
1com- Fa under this section, together with a list of members of the councils, whereupon 
tural 3 the interim State agricultural council shall be dissolved. The State agricultural 
o and ' advisory council shall, subject to subsections (b) and (c) of this section, have 
entof fa the same rule-making powers as the interim State agricultural council and 
credit |) may from time to time change any rules prescribed by the interim State agri- 
in the | | cultural council. 
; (e) Each member of a county agricultural advisory council shall receive com- 
ricul- | pensation of not more than $ annually and shall serve as many as, but not 
agri boa more than, fifty full workdays per vear if called on to serve by the county chair- 
:, man, or pursuant to arrangements with the county chairman by the State agri- 
S sec- cultural advisory council chairman, Elected State agricultural advisory council 
siding members shall each receive compensation of not more than § annually and 
ction shall serve as many as, but not more than, full workdays per year if called 
from on to so serve by the Secretary of Agriculture or the State agricultural advisory 
isory council chairman. Both the county and the elected State agricultural advisory 
terms council members shall also be paid necessary out-of-pocket expenses incurred by 
may them in the performance of their duties as such members. 
‘tural _(f) It shall be the function of the State and county agricultural advisory coun- 
1 not cils created pursuant to this section to advise and cooperate in the administration, 
etion on the State and local levels, of the programs of the agricultural resources con- 
4 for servation service and the commodity marketing and adjustment service. Such 
term. State and county agricultural advisory councils are further authorized to make 
hair. recommendations regarding administrative procedures of other services of the 
mber Department of Agriculture. Recommendations of the county agricultural ad- 
visory councils shall be made through the State agricultural advisory council. 
sary The Department of Agriculture shall cooperate with the State and county agri- 
tural cultural advisory councils, and all programs of the Department relating to the 
work of the Agricultural Resources Conservation Service and the Commodity 
an. Marketing and Adjustment Service shall be administered with the full knowl- 
d by edge and cooperation of the appropriate State agricultural advisory councils. k 
the SEc. 11. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture shall institute a survey of all Fed- 
ae eral agricultural research stations and substations with the view of disposing 
ine : of those facilities which are not necessary to the efficient operation of the Depart- 
a s ment. Any station or substation determined to be unnecessary shall be offered 
oe i to the State wherein the station or substation is located and if the State desires 
ce ‘ the station or substation the Secretary of Agriculure is hereby authorized to 
. 1 transfer such station or substation to the State with or without consideration, 
ne under such terms as he deems to be mutually fair. The Secretary of Agriculture 
breC- shall keep the appropriate committees of Congress advised as to any such station 
_ or substation not desired by the State or as to which the State and Secretary 


aa of Agriculture are unable to agree upon the terms of transfer. 
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(b) New research stations shall be established only after the Secretary « 
Agriculture has determined that existing Federal-State facilities cannot l. 
developed to fill the need, and has advised the Committee on Agriculture of th: 
House of Representatives and the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 0! 
the Senate of his intention to establish such stations. 

Sec. 12. When used in this Act, the term “agency” means any agency, commis 
sion, council, corporation, board, authority, administration, division, bureau 
service, section, or other administrative unit in the Department of Agriculture 


Sec. 13. The Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall make, contract for, 


or otherwise cause to be made a study of the Federal regulatory functions exer 
cised with respect to food and drugs, including (a) the present distribution o! 
such functions between the Federal Security Agency, the Federal Trade Com 
mission, and the Department of Agriculture; (b) the requirements imposed and 
the procedures required by each such agency in performing its functions; (c) 
the areas of overlapping or doubtful authority; and (d) the practical effects on 
producers, manufacturers, distributors, and consumers of the present distribu 
tion of such functions between, and their exercise by, such agencies. Such study 


shall be submitted to the Congress on or before July 30, 1952, and shall include 


a plan, together with necessary legislative recommendations, for consolidating 
insofar as feasible, food regulatory functions in the Department of Agriculture 
and drug regulatory functions in the Federal Security Agency. The cost of the 
study provided for by this section shall be paid out of funds available to the 
Bureau of the Budget for administrative management purposes. 

Mr. Cross. Problem No. 3: The United States Office of Education : 

The Vocational Division of the United States Office of Education 
is the one agency in the Federal Government which has been estab- 
lished to work in the field of public education. It serves not only oo 
culture, but also home economics, trades, and industry, business edue: 
tion, and occupational information and guidance, and those programs 
are now given direction by State boards for vocational education in 
every State in the Union. 

The basic Smith-Hughes Act is now nearly 35 years old. The 
United States Department of Agriculture certainly was established to 
serve an entirely different purpose and so long as it accepts responsi- 
bility for work in the fields assigned to it by law, there will be no dupli- 
cation of work. 

We admit that the United States Office of Education is not doing 
all that it should for vocational education; however, we feel that the 
proper course of action is to correct the situation within the Office 
of Education. 

In conclusion, such a transfer as is proposed can only create serious 
administrative problems which will of necessity involve far more than 
problems of money and personnel, and prove to be a real threat to 
the entire structure of public education, including agriculture. 

In the final analysis, vocational agriculture education is education, 
and as such is a part of the responsibility assigned to the Vocational 
Division of the United States Office of Education. 

The officers and members of the National Vocational Agricultural 
Teachers Association are vigorously opposed to section 7 of S. 1149 
and strongly urge that this section of the bill be deleted as outlined in 
the copy of the bill which I have just inserted in the record. 

The Crarrman. Thank you, Mr. Cross. 

You speak of conditions in the vocational education service of the 
Office of Education as not being what they should be, indicating that 
you think there should be some changes. 

You say— 


We feel that the proper course of action is to correct the situation within the 
Office of Education. 
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In your opinion, what is wrong? What is there that needs cor- 
rection ¢ 

Mr. Cross. In my opinion, the Office of Education apparently lacks 
funds for travel of the people from that office. A number of years 
ago we used to have considerable supervision from the United States 
Oflice of Education, staff members came out into the field and gave 
us assistance from time to time, as we needed it. In the last few years 
the Office of Education has told us that their travel funds are such 
that it is not possible to do that. 

For instance, it is rare that we on the west coast see anyone in our 
program from that Office. 

The Cuamman. What is the particular advantage in having them 
visit you ? 

Mr. Cross. Well, I would say it is of the same advantage in any 
organization. If you have the right kind of leadership then those 
people should occasionally be giving assistance, guidance, and leader- 
chip to bring about a better program. 

The Cuarrman. Is that all that is wrong with it? Is that all that 
needs correction ¢ 

Mr. Cross. That is the biggest objection that we have to the way 
things have worked, yes. 

The CuatrMan. Do you have any particular problem? You said 
you need more money. 

Mr. Cross. That would seem to be the problem. All I am giving 
you is the fact that those are the answers that we get, that there is 
not money enough for the people to travel. 

The Crairman. What would be the disadvantages specifically of 
transferring this vocational education program to the Department of 
Agriculture ? 

Mr. Cross. Well, in the first place, the United States Office of Edu- 
cation is specifically devoted to educational interests. As such. its 
personnel is composed of educators, people who understand education, 
and those people certainly, if anyone should be, are qualified to carry 
out an educational program. 

And as outlined in the statement, we think that our program is pri- 
marily education. It is: What we can do for each and every boy. 

Agriculture does play a part in it. However, presently, we receive 
all of the information we need from the United States Department of 
Agriculture, and we have excellent relations with them. We use that 
technical information. We feel that it would be certainly very dis- 
concerting and much against the interests of the schools to make this 
transfer. We know many administrators who dislike having to deal 
with too many Federal agencies. 

This would be one more that they would have to deal with, if 
vocational agriculture were transferred to the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, you do not think it would be en- 
tirely disassociated from the Office of Education as some of its fune- 
tions just naturally fall there; is that what you think ¢ 

Mr. Cross. That is right. 

The Cuarmrman. You could not completely divorce it from that 
Department ? 

Mr. Cross. That is right. 
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The CHairman. In other words, to get proper supervision in the 
Department of Agriculture, if it was so transferred, you would have 
to set up another educational staff there, would you not ? 

Mr. Cross. That is correct. 

It was our feeling that that would not cut costs; if anything, it 
would add costs. Presently, we have relations on a State level with 
the United States Office of Education. As far as I know, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture does not have such relations, 

The CHatrmMan. You think there would be more disorganization in 
this proposal than reorganization ? 

Mr. Cross. Definitely. 

The CHairMan. Senator Underwood ! 

Senator Unperwoop. I had a letter from the State superintendent 
of public instruction in our State, and both he and the head of the 
vocational department there are very much opposed to the proposed 
change. 

The CHatrMan. Do you know of any of the vocational people who 
support this proposal ¢ 

Mr. Cross. I know of none. 

The CHarrMan. Senator Schoeppel, do you have any questions? 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. I have no questions. 

The CHatrmMan. Thank you, very much, Mr. Cross. We are very 
happy to have had your testimony. 

Mr. Cross. Thank you, gentlemen. 

The CHarman. Mr. H. M. McDonald, will you come forward, 
please ? 

Mr. McDonald, do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. McDonaxp. I do, sir. 

The CratrMan. Very well, Mr. McDonald, you may identify your- 
self for the record, and proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY M. McDONALD, STATE SUPERVISOR OF 
AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION FOR THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. McDonatp. My name is Harry M. McDonald. I am State 
supervisor of agricultural education in the State of Maryland. 

Needless to say, it is quite an honor to participate in this hearing 
in the interest of vocational. agriculture. In testifying, I am repre- 
senting the State Supervisors of Agricultural Education of the Na- 
tion, and the American Vocational Association. 

In order that we might be in a position to give you the opinions 
existing among the supervisors of agricultural education of the coun- 
try, we have made a survey to find out just what these supervisors 
think of the proposal to transfer vocational agriculture from the 
United States Office of Education to the Department of Agriculture, 
as contained in section 7 of S. 1149. 

We have received answers to our questionnaire from 43 of the 48 
States. Of these, 37 supervisors were unalterably opposed to the 
transfer; 6 were against the transfer with certain reservations; not 
a single person indicated that he was in favor of transferring voca- 
tional agriculture from the United States Office of Education to the 
Department of Agriculture. 
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Those who expressed certain reservations stated that they were 
not satisfied with the present services to the field received from the 
United States Office of Education. 

It is significant to note, however, that they believed we should work 
{o improve the services from the United States Office of Education 
rather than make a change and attempt to receive better services 
from another agency of the Federal Government. 

In order that you may know the sentiment of the agricultural su- 
pervisors and forces of the Nation, I shall quote from the replies 
received to our questionnaire. Some of these statements were made 
after a discussion and vote of all the staff members and vocational 
agricultural teachers of the respective States. 

The statements which I shall present are typical of the replies that 
were made. If you care to see the original statements, they are avail- 
able for a more careful review. 

A supervisor of agricultural education from a South Atlantic State, 
writes as follows in opposing this transfer : 

Vocational agriculture is an integral part of the public school program, and 
therefore, the policies governing the program of vocational education in agri- 
culture should be formulated by legally constituted public authorities at the 
Federal, State, and local levels. The separation of vocational agriculture from 
the United States Office of Education by transfer to a noneducational agency 
of the Federal Government, which is largely concerned with action programs 
and certainly has no responsibility with the public schools of the Nation, is 
inconsistent with sound administration and would not only complicate, but 
would increase the cost of administration, 

Indicating a similar viewpoint, a supervisor from another Southern 
State says: 

It is the opinion of the staff in agricultural education that vocational agri 
culture should be a part of the total educational program from the national to 
the local level, and should be under the administration and supervision of the 
educational forces on a national level rather than the Department of Agriculture 


A third Southern State supervisor of agricultural education, speak- 
ing for an entire staff in vocational and general education, states: 


Our entire staff in vocational education and general education is definitely 
opposed to this bill. 


From New England, a State supervisor of agricultural education 
has this to say: 


We believe that the United States Office of Education should be the only 
Federal agency dealing with the States in matters pertaining to education in the 
public schools. Furthermore, we believe that the departments of education in 
the various States should deal administratively only with one Federal agency 
in matters pertaining to education. 

A supervisor from a North Atlantic State writes: 

Agricultural education as carried on in high school departments of agricul 
ture is strictly educational and should be administered by the United States 
Otiice of Education, the State departments of education, and by local school 
authorities. The fundamental objective of agricultural education is to educate, 
and agricultural improvement is secondary. 


From a Midwestern regional conference on research in agricultural 
education, the following statement was Issued : 
We agreed unanimously that section 7, concerned with the transfer of yoca- 


tional education in agriculture from the Federal Security Agency to the United 
States Department of Agriculture, should be removed from this bill before 
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further consideration by the Senate. We do not believe that the proposed 
transfer will contribute to the purposes of the bill. 

We want vocational education in agriculture to remain in the Office of Edu 
eation of the Federal Security Agency and we submit our reasons herewith 

. The success of vocational education in agriculture depends upon its being a 
part of the total program of the public school system. 

2. No part of a public school system can be linked administratively with an 
out-of-school agency. 

3. If the transfer of vocational education in agriculture should be consum 
mated as proposed in Senate bill 1149, it is the beginning of the splintering and 
disintegration of public school programs, 

4. This proposed transfer will increase Federal control by placing the admin 
istration in the Department of Agriculture which is devoted to a special 
interest. 

5. Obviously, to accomplish the end sought, the change will not stop at the 
Federal level. The reorganization of all agricultural agencies on both State 
and local levels must come if this end is to be accomplished, even though sec 
tion 7 of the bill attempts to camouflage this point. 

6. The relationships of vocational education in agriculture to the agencies 
of the USDA are now good. Control by the USDA does not assure bettering the 
relationships. 

7. Within the North Central States represented at the meeting, we know of 
no one engaged in vocational education in agriculture who is in favor of the 
proposed transfer of vocational education in agriculture to the USDA, 


This statement which I have just read bears 33 signatures of super- 
visors, teacher trainers, and teachers from 9 States, including names 
of several of the leading men in agricultural education in the United 
States. 

Agricultural education supervisors of the Rocky Mountain and 
Pacific States, comment as follows: 

Unanimous feeling of our State vocational agriculture teachers association 
personnel is that vocational agricultural education should remain under the 
jurisdiction of the United States Office of Education, since we are engaged in 
an educational training program—not an agricultural service program. All the 
vocational forces in this State feel that all phases of vocational education need 
to remain unified, since there is considerable interchange of training ideas, 

Another State supervisor writes : 


Vocational agricultural education is a part of the total education program 
for youth in secondary schools and should continue to be a part of our regular 
and constitutional local, State, and national education divisions of this country 

A reply from the Pacific coast reads : 

Voeational agricultural education now administered under the direct re 
sponsibility of the State board for vocational education is relatively free of 
politics and Federal domination. Politics has always played an important role 
in the USDA. We can see no advantages for such a transfer. We can predict 
unfavorable consideration from local school boards of education and school 
administrators, if the transfer is made, especially if it is administered by an 
agency which has no responsibility to the State board of education. We must 
remember that local schools now carry the largest percentage of the financial 
load for the vocational agricultural program. 


Gentlemen, I will not burden you with any additional quotations 
from our questionnaires. These have been’ typical and represent 
accurately the thinking of agricultural supervisors throughout the 
Nation. 

Let me just repeat that of 43 State supervisors who reported to us, 
not one Was in favor of transferring vocational agriculture from the 
United States Office of Education to the Department of Agriculture. 

The Crnamrman, Thank you very much, Mr. McDonald. 1 notice 
that the last reply that you quoted from expressed some fear that 
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such a transfer would cause the program to become involved in poli- 
tics. That is a quote in your statement. 

Mr. McDona.p. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. Do you have any personal apprehensions about it? 

Mr. McDonarp. Not particularly, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. You do not? 

Mr. McDona.p. There is no evidence of that on hand right at the 
present time that I could bring up on the spur of the moment. 

The CuairMan. You do not foresee any particular danger of it be- 
coming involved in politics if such a transfer is made? 

Mr. McDonaxp. I could not point my finger at anything specifi- 
cally, no. 

The CHamrMan. Can you point out any specific disadvantages that 
would accrue as a result of such a transfer ? 

Mr. McDona.p. Yes. 

It seems to me that a unit in education on the State level would 
pretty nearly have to deal with a like unit on the Federal level if you 
are going to have any efficient program and if you are going to have 
the most desirable administrative procedures. 

I should think it would be exceedingly difficult for an educational 
unit to deal with a noneducational unit, or an educational service 
to deal consistently and regularly through the years with a nonedu- 
cational service. 

It seems to me for emergency situations that perh: - there would be 
times when that could be worked out satisf: ictorily, but for the long 
pull I would foresee a great deal of difficulty and complications in any 
such arrangement. 

The CuamMan. What is your opinion regarding the present serv- 
ces of the Office of Education in supervising this program ? 

Mr. Cross made some reference to it, and I thought I would just 
develop these points as we go along. 

Mr. McDonarp. My thinking is just exactly parallel to Mr. Cross’s— 
he mentioned the matter of travel, and he mentioned the matter of 
printing, I believe. It seems to me that there is another thing that 
we probably need very much in agricultural education if it is to reach 
its greatest stature, and that is more attention to research. 

Naturally, there is a great deal of this research that takes place on 
the State level, but I believe that there is another area of research 
that has great possibilities, and that would be at the Federal level, 
or, at least, coordinated from the Federal level; we do not have this 
at the present time. 

And even if we had that research, I think the facilities for having 
it printed and distributed are too meager. 

The Cuarrman. As far as the facilities that are now available 
within the funds that Congress provides the Office of Education for 
this purpose, do you think it does a very good job? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes; I have no criticism of what it does with the 
money available. 

The CHarrmMan. So you do not think any improvement could be 
expected in the program if transferred ¢ 

Mr. McDona.p. I do not, sir. 

The CHatrMan. Senator Schoeppel ? 
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Senator Scnorpre.. Mr. McDonald, as a member of an educational] 
organization, do you have any information as to how the majority of 
the agricultural colleges of this country feel about this? 

Mr. McDon ALD. No, Senator; I am sorry, I do not. We have no 
contact with any of the agricultural colleges except our own, and | 
am not too sure of the feeling of our own college. 

Senator Scuorrren.. That is a pretty important part of this whole 
program, is it not, because, while they are probably not 100 percent 
agricultural, certainly they predominate in the thinking and approach 
to all agricultural problems by research and administration of the 
programs as they dovetail with the agricultural program of the 
country. Is that not true? 

Mr. McDonaxp. That is definitely true. The existing arrangement 
that we have—and I suppose most State departments of vocational 
agriculture have the same relationship with their State colleges— 
has been extremely cordial. They give us the greatest amount of 
help from their specialists and from their printed material. So far 
as their feeling that we would be better off as a part of the United 
States Department of Agriculture, I would not venture a comment on 
that. 

It seems to me that we should examine our basic philosophy of 
education. It seems to me that primarily and basically we are 
teaching boys. We are teaching boys agriculture, but the basic fact 
remains that we are teaching boys. That is first and foremost. 

And, frankly, regardless of the likes or the dislikes of our State 
agricultural college, I feel that that philosophy should continue to 
predominate. 

Senator ScuorrreLt. Do you have a feeling—I certainly do, and I 
am not prejudiced one way or the other on this thing; I am open- 
minded on it—but do you not think that service and education go 
pretty closely together ? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes. 

Senator Scuorprret. In order to be most efficient should we not 
gear as much as possible the service end to the educational end? 

Mr. McDonatp. Ina great many cases I do. 

Senator Scnorrrer. That would somewhat run contra to the posi- 
tions taken by some of you folks, would it not? Maybe I do not see 
it quite right. 

Mr. McDonatp. Perhaps it would; perhaps it would conflict in 
a few cases. 

I do not think it would conflict right across the scale. There is 
the matter of service, certainly, that an agricultural teacher has got 
to perform. His basic requirement and basic responsibility is still 
educating rather than service. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Since we are trying to get into this record as 
many of the angles of this thing as we can, you spoke about 43 out 
of 48 being against this transfer. Do you have a feeling that some 
of those people who are in a supervisory capacity feel that if this 
transfer were made it might leave them out of a job? 

Mr. McDonatp. I do not; no, sir. 

Senator Scnorppen. It is pretty close to a lot of people. It would 
be close to me if I were in the business and something came along 
that would eliminate my phase of it. I would look at it pretty care- 
fully before I would approve it. 
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Now, is there any element of that in this thing? 

Mr. McDonatp. I cannot speak for other people, but I can speak 
for myself. Somewhere along the line, in the early days, or in the 
ney hours, rather, of hearing and discussion of this measure, I had 

ieard that the top personnel at the State level, if the transfer were 
=o would undoubtedly transfer and we would continue our super- 
visory or administrative capacities if this were transferred to the 
Department of Agriculture. 

I do not personally feel that my job is in jeopardy if this is trans- 
ferred to Agriculture—probably I am an optimist. 

Senator Scuorprer. As a matter of fact, good administration, if 
they were going to look at it from the angle of greatest efficiency 
would seem to me would demand the best trained personnel to admin- 
ister in the other department. Would that not seem practical? 

Mr. McDonaxp. I should think that they have already attempted 
to get the best trained personnel to administer where it is at the present 
time. 

Senator ScHorrre.. Just from listening to the statements that have 
already been put into the record on it, and discussing it with only 
a limited group, I am in doubt as to this rigidity, having it straight 
down one department line. I thought that in the educational field 
there was a broader gage approach to this thing that might be worked 
out. 

In the wisdom of some it was thought that this transfer was neces- 
sary. I personally would like to have the views of people like you. 
We do not want to do something that after it is enacted into law and 
we decide that that is the way it is going to be admiinstered; experi- 
ence might teach us that we will have to undo. 

That is all. 

The CuatrMan. Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator Dworsnak. You pointed out that you thought there was 
need for greater research in the field of agriculture. Do you not now 
have access to all of the research work currently being done by the 
Department of Agriculture ? 

Mr. McDonatp. Senator, in the research that I referred to, it 
would not be a scientific type of research, say, in animal nutrition or 
the control of plant diseases; it would be research in methods and pro- 
cedures in agricultural education . 

Yes, it is true, to some extent, that certain of the research projects 
that are now done, say, in Illinois, are available to us in Maryland, 
But there is a great deal of research in agriculture me thodology that 
is not available to all States at the present time. 

Senator Dworsuak. Who should do this agricultural research ? 

Mr. McDona.p. It seems to me that if we had a little more leeway 
in the United States Office of Education so that certain of these re- 
search projects could be done by, or, at least, coordinated by the 
United States Office of Education, that there would be a greater de- 
gree of availability to all States. 

Senator Dworsuak. Is there not coordination now between the 
Office of Education and the Department of Agriculture in this par- 
ticular field ? 

Mr. MceDonarp. I would not know the answer to that, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. That is all I have. 


88670—51——-10 





























































































































































































































134 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


The Cuarrman. Mr. McDonald, it is suggested by a member of the 
staff that a transfer removing vocational education services from the 
supervision of the State, county, and local educational boards would 
result in eliminating local influence and increasing Federal contro! 
Do you think that would occur? 

Mr. McDonatp. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Toa very great extent ? 

Mr. McDona.p. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarman. In other words, this is involved, also ? 

Mr. McDonaxp. Yes, sir; in my opinion. 

The CHatrman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McDonarp. Thank you, sir. 
The Cuarrman. Mr. Adams, will you come forward, please, sir? 
Mr. Adams is from my home State. We are glad to have you here, 
sir. 

Mr. Apams. Thank you. 

The CHARMAN. You have a prepared statement, I believe? 

Mr. Apams. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. You may identify yourself for the record and 
proceed. 


STATEMENT OF J. MARION ADAMS, STATE DIRECTOR OF VOCA- 
TIONAL EDUCATION, LITTLE ROCK, ARK., REPRESENTING THE 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE DIRECTORS OF VOCATIONAL 
EDUCATION AND THE AMERICAN VOCATIONAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Apams. Senator McClellan and gentlemen, I am J. Marion 
Adams, State director of vocational education in the State of 
Arkansas. 

I represent the State directors of vocational education for the 
Nation and the American Vocational Association. 

Senator McClellan, the three vocational witnesses have not com- 
pared notes. Since listening to the preceding testimony I am sure 
there will be considerable duplication. I would, however, like to give 
my statement. 

The CHarrMan. Very well, go right ahead. 

Mr. Apams. Both organizations which I represent oppose very defi- 
nitely that portion of section 7 of Senate bill 1149, which proposes to 
transfer vocational agriculture from the United States Office of Edu- 
cation to the Department of Agriculture. 

The Hoover Commission task force following the full consideration 
did not recommend this transfer, but it did recommend reorganization 
in the Department of Agriculture and section 7 was made an integral 
part of the bill. ’ 

That is why section 7 is sometimes associated, through error, with 
the Hoover task force recommendations. 

We realize that perhaps many national organizations of farmers 
approved heartily of this bill when it was first proposed, because it 
contained many essentials which they wanted. We do not feel that 
they realized that section 7 provided for the transfer of vocational 
agriculture to the Department of Agriculture. 

The Vocational Division of the United States Office of Education is 
the one agency in the Federal Government which has been established 
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to work in the field of public vocational education. It serves not only 
agriculture, but also home economics, trades and industry, business 
education, and occupational information and guidance. 

These vocational programs are now under the direction and contro] 
of State boards for vocational education in every State in the Union. 

The basie Smith-Hughes Act is now nearly 35 years old. The 
United States Department of Agriculture certainly was established to 
serve an entirely different purpose and, so long as it accepts respon- 
sibility for work in the fields asigned to it by law, there will be no 
duplieation of work. 

Such a transfer as is proposed can only create serious administra- 
tive problems which will of necessity involve far more than problems 
of money and personnel, and prove to be a real threat to the entire 
structure of public education, including agriculture. In the final an- 
alysis, vocational agriculture is education and, as such, is a part of the 
responsibility assigned to the Vocational Division of the United States 
Office of Education. 

The State directors of vocational education and the American Vo- 
cational Association would like to see the following deletions in Sen- 
ate bill 1149: 

Beginning with the word “and” on line 15, page 6, and continuing 
through the,word “with” in line 3 of page 7; and 

Beginning with the word “Thirty-seven” in line 25 of page 7, and 
continuing through pages 8 and 9 and through line 18, page 10. 

As evidence of the fact that I am speaking for the vocational educa- 
tion leadership of this Nation, I would like you to know that we made 
. survey in the form of a questionnaire sent to each State director 
of vocational education in all of the States of the Nation, as well as 
Puerto Rico and Hawaii. I have for your records a copy of the 
questionnaire form used. 

The Cuatrman. May I see it? If it is not too long, I will make it a 
part of the record. 

Senator Scnorprre.. 1 wanted to ask if you would not make that a 
part of the record, so that we could take into consideration the results 
of the questions submitted. 

The Cuatrman. The questionnaire form will be made a part of the 
record at this point. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


QUESTIONNAIRE RE 8S. 1149 (REVISION oF May 28, 1951) 


Date 


state 


Submitted by ee 
(Title) 
1. Are the vocational agricultural forces in your State for or against the 
iusfer of vocational agriculture from the Federal Security Agency, Office of 
iduecation, to the Department of Agriculture? 
For _... 
Against — ~~ 
® Are the other vocational forces in your State for or against this transfer? 
i ere 
Against 
3. Remarks: —--- dies et accede ol — . ; SE 
Return this form promptly to Mr. M. D. Mobley, Executive Secretary, AVA, 
1010 Vermont Avenue NW., Washington 5, D. C. 
Signed 
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Mr. Apams. We have, of course, signed statements from the State 
directors, if you wish proof of their feeling, and F have them here 
and will be glad to submit them. 

Of the 45 returns received, 44 State directors state definitely that 
they are against the transfer. One State director is against the trans- 
fer, with certain reservations. 

One can learn from studying the returned questionaires that, in 
practically all instances, State directors do not give mere personal 
opinions. They have studied the problem, discussed it with their ad- 
visers, with their staff members, with vocational agriculture teachers 
who actually work with boys and adults in rural communities, and 
with officials of other agricultural agencies in their respective states. 
I have selected four replies which I should like to quote, as typical 
cases, 

1. J. R. Cullison, State director of vocational education for the State 
of Arizona, says: 

I delayed answering this until a State-wide meeting of agricultural instructors 
could be held. They voted unanimously against the proposed change. 

2. Wesley P. Smith, State director of vocational education for the 
State of California, says: 

There is absolutely no interest in my State upon the part of agricultural! 
teachers, school administrators, local boards of education, agricultural organi 
zations, or lay citizens in such a change. In fact, this State is united in its 
opposition to the suggested transfer. 

3. R. E. Cammack, State director of vocational education for the 
State of Alabama, says: 

The proposals in the bill are educationally and administratively unsound 
Educational agencies within the State should deal with an educational agency 
on the Federal level. Federal funds for education should be handled on the 
Federal level by an educational agency or else there will be hopeless confusion 
administratively, as well as educationally. It is fundamentally unsound and 
cumbersome administration to have a noneducational Federal agency dealing 
With a State educational agency. 

The Caamman. What complexities do you anticipate would arise 
as between the Office of Education and the Department. of Agriculture 
if this transfer were made ? 

Mr. Apams. Between the United States Office of Education and 
the United States Department of Agriculture é 

The CHamman. Yes. 

Mr. Apvams. Well, the United States Office of Education would 
have no control whatever over the vocational education service, as 
such, as I understand it, in the Department of Agriculture, Senator. 
I mean, they would not be channeled through them in any way, if I 
understand the bill. 

The Cuairman. In other words, you feel that you would have an 
educational program—— 

Mr. Apams. In the Department of Agriculture. 

The Cuamman. Under the supervision of the Department that has 
no such program and does not have the responsibility for education. 

Mr. Apams. That is true. 

May I express my feelings on that ! 

The Cuairman. Yes. 
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Mr. Apams. The people in the United States Office of Education 
are trained for an educational career. Their business is the schools. 

The people in the United States Department of Agriculture, I 
would take it, are trained as agriculturalists and are not specifically 
education people. 

As long as the vocational education departments are located on 
the school grounds, a part of the school, and controlled locally by local 
boards, controlled on the State level by State boards, we feel that the 
national level should be the same. 

The Cuarrman. How would it operate or be supervised from the 
State level if this transfer were made? What changes would that 
bring about ? 

Mr. Apams. I understand, according to the bill, that there would be 
a change only on the national level. 

The CuatrMan. But you would have educational people in the State 
dealing with the Department of Agriculture instead of the Office of 
Education ¢ 

Mr. Apams. That is true. 

The CuatrmMan. Do you think that would make for any greater 
efficiency, or result in any economies in administration 4 

Mr. Apams. Senator, may I give you some ex: umples of other agen- 
cies that we have dealt with in answering your question. 

The CuHatmrMan. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Abas. We, as directors of vocational education, have dealt 
with the Veterans’ Administration in carrying on a training program 
for veterans. In some States the director of vocational education is 
administrator for the school-lunch program, which is handled by the 
Agricultural Department. Both agencies do a wonderful job. But 
in a number of cases it becomes very cumbersome, in that they do not 
know the school framework; they do not know, they are not ac- 
quainted with, and they are not used to dealing with school officials. 

The Cuainman. They are not trained educators. 

Mr. Apams. They are not trained; that is, school is not their entire 
business. 

The Cuairman. All right, go ahead. 

Mr. Apams. 4. A. E. Robinson, State director of vocational edueca- 
tion for the State of Louisiana, says: 

I know of no surer way to destroy vocational education than the proposal of 
S. 1149 to transfer vocational agriculture to the United States Department of 
Agriculture, We are solidly against it in my State. 

The above statements represent opinions of vocational leaders in 
the States. We fail to understand how such revolutionar Vv chs ange in 
the administration of the program of agricultural education could be 
considered, in view of the tremendous value of the program under its 
present set-up. 

Conditions are not ideal, we frankly admit. Progressive people 
are never completely satisfied, but always strive to do better. We 
know definitely that many workers in the States are not satisfied 
with the service being rendered in agricultural education in the United 
States Office of Education. 

Officials in the United States Office of Education know this. Plans 
are being made to improve the services in the Office of Education, the 
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agency which handles and which, we feel, should handle all matte,- 
of public education. 


The Cuatrrman. What other deficiencies in the Office of Educatic, 
do you see ? 

Mr. Apams. Senator McClellan, as I see it, the only problem that 
we have in the United States Office of Education can be solved on! 
with more funds, as has been indicated to you heretofore. We have 
specialists in each field over there, specialists in the field of agricul- 
ture, specialists in the field of trades and industries, homemaking, ani 
others, and they are rendering services, Senator. I do not mean to 
indicate that they are not. But they are not rendering the service 
that we should have from them because they are not able to travel out 
in the States. 

The CnHarrmMan. You are the second or third witness, I believe, who 
has suggested that there is not very much wrong with the Office of 
Education that more appropriations would not cure. 

Mr. Apams. More money. And I realize that I am not talking to an 
appropriations committee. Those are the facts as I see them. 

The Cuarrman. You are talking to two members of it. 

We are confronted with the necessity for economizing on our pro 
grams in order to do the job for national defense that is upon us. 

Mr. Apams. We realize that. 

The Cuarrman. It is not that the Congress would not like to pro 
vide these additional funds; it is just a case of having to deal wit), 
realities in this situation, and we must hold down expenditures. 

I should like to vote for adequate, at least more adequate, appropria 
tions for many domestic programs, especially one that I value as 
much as I do this program. 

Mr. Apams. The vocational people in Arkansas appreciate your 
attitude on that, Senator, and you well know their feeling toward you 
about it. 

The Cuatrman. The purpose of these bills, this one along with a 
series of bills that have been introduced—and, of course, the objective 
of the Hoover Commission—was to try to find ways to reorganize the 
executive branch and departments, and so forth, so as to effectuate 
economies and so as to better coordinate the functions of Government 
that they might be administered with more efficiency. 

Now, I served as a member of that Commission. I did not neces 
sarily agree with everything that the majority of the Commission 
reported. On even those recommendations that seemed wise to us at 
the time, I made reservations about them because I wanted to do just 
this—sit down here and hear people who were associated with those 
programs, who could come in and counsel us about them. 

If this is wrong, if this proposal is wrong, if it would be detrimental 
to the service; in other words, if there is not some advantage to be 
gained from it, then I should want, at least, to take this provision 
out of the bill. 

I know that is the way the committee feels about it. 

So we are very grateful to you people who have come here to just 
tell us frankly—you educators who are working in this particular 
field—what you think is going to be good for the farm boys and 
girls. That is what we want to know. 
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You say there is something wrong, and if we can improve that 
by making this better, we want to do it. If it will not improve it, 
we do not want to make it more complicated. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Mr. Adams, I have appreciated hearing what 
you have to say about this. I served for about 14 years as a school 
board member in a high school in two different capacities. Frankly, 
I can see the weakness in this transfer. 

Looking at it from the standpoint of a board member who is at- 
tempting to gear the educational side of the agricultural picture into 
ihe educational curriculum as a whole, where we hire the superin- 
tendents and the principals and teachers to carry it out, there prob- 
ably would be a lot of lost motion during the necessary readjustment, 
even though, as you say, the change possibly would be made only on 
the national level. 

I just wondered if you had given any thought to that. You must 
have, obviously, very serious misgivings about it because it certs ainly 
would effect some change there that would make those on the edu- 
cational side of the picture a little bit more uneasy and uncertain as 
to the stability of the program that is geared year to year down the 
line. Would it not? 

Mr. Apams. That is true, Senator. 

Senator ScHorprren. I have always felt that, of course, education 
was pretty much a local responsibility, as much a local responsibility 
as we could have it and still geared to the national picture. I have 
always thought that was a pretty practical American approach. 

Other witnesses here have brought in the inference that it would 
get over into politics. We have to be pretty practical minded up 
here. That is how some of us got here. Some of us do not like to 
see it go into the educational field as well as some other fields of 
activity. 

Do you honestly feel that there would be the possibility that this 
could be used for political propaganda ¢ 

Mr. Apams. I see no danger of that, Senator. That is not the phase 
of it I have thought of. I have thought of the problems in adminis- 
tering the program with a noneducational agency; I have never 
hom of it being in politics. 

I do not know; I guess it is in politics to a certain extent. Natu- 
rally, we depend | on Congress for our money, which is politics. But 
I see no more danger there than where we are, as far as politics is 
concerned. 

Senator Scuorrre,. The point I am making here is, suppose this 
were channeled into the department which might be headed by some- 
one who might be just. a little more politically minded than I would 
like to see, whether on my side of the fence or somebody else’s side of 
the fence. 

Mr. Apams. That is right. 

Senator ScHorpreL. We would want to keep our educational system 
free from that. At least, that is my personal view of it. 

Mr. Apams. That is mine, too. 

Senator ScnHorrre.. The fact that some of the witnesses have ex- 
pressed a feeling that it could be influenced by political activities is 
one of the things we ought to give serious consideration to. I do not 
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say anybody would do that, but once it is broken into and that in- 
ference is left, and there is the possibility, I think it breaks down 
confidence on educational programs strictly as such. 

Mr. Apams. That is right. 

Senator ScnHoerpet. And I can see that maybe there is some justi- 
fication for alarm on the part of the educators in that field, and I 
do see that a change from the educational organization standpoint, 
might be necessary if this legislation goes through. 

Mr. Apams. If there be a danger of that, we certainly would oppose 
it with more vigor than we are, Senator. When you set up vocational 
education 35 years ago in the United States, you eliminated com- 
pletely all flavor of politics when you set up a Federal Board for 
Vocational Education. 

Vocational education was administered first by a Federal board, and 
then it was put under the United States Office of Education, if you 
remember. And in that 35 years we have had only four Chiefs of 
Vocational Education; that is, four people have served as the Chief 
of Vocational Education, if I am not mistaken. 

Therefore, you can see we have not been bothered administratively 
with politics on a national level. 

Senator ScHorrPeL. Do you further feel from your experience that 
there could be a more integrated relationship between the Department 
of Education and the Department of Agriculture under the same sys- 
tem that we now operate? 

Mr. Apams. Rather than it be changed? I do, because there would 
be no reason for contact between the United States Office of Education 
and the United States Department of Agriculture if the transfer was 
made as far as vocational agriculture is concerned. 

The United States Office of Education would be out of the picture. 

Senator ScHorpre.. I thought while we were in this field we ought 
to get this phase of things into the record so that those of us who have 
the responsibility for analyzing this thing will get the entire perspec- 
tive before we report the law out with these changes, or with the 
changes we think ought to go in from the testimony we have heard. 

Mr. Apams. I appreciate that. 

The CuatrMan. Senator McCarthy? 

Senator McCarrny. What, if any, advantages do you think might 
accrue from this change ? 

Mr. Apams. I think of none, Senator. 

The CHARMAN. Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator DworsHak. I have no questions. 

The Cnarrman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Apams. May I express to you and your committee the appre- 
ciation of the State directors of vocational education and the Amer- 
ican Vocational Association for allowing us to discuss our situation? 

The CuatrmMan. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. Kaylor. 

Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Kaylor? 

Mr. Kaytor. I have, Senator. 

The CuHarrman. Very well; you may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF JOSEPH F. KAYLOR, ON BEHALF OF THE 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE FORESTERS 


Mr. Kaytor. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Joseph F. Kaylor. I am representing the Association of 
State Foresters and I wish to speak on Senate bill 1149. 

First, I should like to thank the committee for this opportunity to 
appear asa representative of our association. 

The bill S. 1149 contains many controversial issues. The associa- 
tion wishes to call to your attention that we officials in the respective 
States have engaged in cooperative programs with the various 
branches of the Department of Agriculture and more particularly 
with the United States Forest Service since the enactment of the 
Weeks Act in 1911. We believe that the enactment of the bill in its 
present form would lead to a lot of confusion and misunderstanding, 
especially at the State and county level. 

I am sure you are aware of the fact that we have a big job to do in 
protecting the 461 million acres of forest land in this country, in 
providing technical service to prevent forest fires, in providing a 
marking service for private timber lands, and in carrying on regula- 
tory service programs which are often aided by experts from the 
United States Forest Service in the promotion of standards to which 
we State forestry officials can subscribe on a national basis. 

The recommendations of our association to amend and otherwise 
improve the bill are as follows: 

Under section 2, page 2, line 10, we ask that the following words be 
deleted after the comma, following the department : 
as the service for disseminating information (except necessary instructions in- 
cidental to the conduct of operating programs) and— 


and to make this sec tion read: 


The utilization of the agric ultural consultation service by other agencies within 

the department conducting agricultural educational programs of the department 
for farmers and the public through established channels. 
I mention that because we have a reason for suggesting this deletion 
in that we have for the past decade carried on cooperatively with the 
Forest Service and the Advertising Council a national program for 
the prevention for forest fires. 

You have all seen the symbol of this program, “Smokey” the bear. 
I have here a sample fire ‘prevention poster. We induced the Philip 
Morris Co. to join with other national advertisers symbolizing fire 
prev ention. 

This is a campaign that has many educational elements, and we are 
proud of it, and we want to continue it. It has done a lot of good in 
bringing this subject to the attention of the public. 

We also have many advertisements appearing in national mag: 
zines. Here is a prominent automobile manufacturer who has taken 

space in the center of a magazine to tell about fire-prevention cam- 
paigns. It was promoted by s some of our boys in the field. 

The National Advertising Council has contributed its share to the 
public welfare. 

We have, as I said a moment ago, reduced by many thousands the 
number of fires annually on both private and public lands. 
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Now, I refer to page 5, section 6. e 

Senator McCartuy. May I interrupt at this point? I am afraid | 
missed the significance of your suggestion for a deletion on page 2 

In what way in your mind would that affect the Forest Service 
In what way would that change the bill? 

Mr. Kayor. Senator MeCarthy, the way it is written now, it says 
at the beginning of my suggested deletion, “as the service for dis- 
seminating information.’ 

And what I am suggesting is deleting that part and making it rea 

The utilization of the agricultural consultation service by other agencies 
within the department conducting agricultural educational programs of the 
department for farmers and the public through established channels. 

Senator MoCarruy. In other words, this would give wider use of 
the agricultural consultation service; is that a fact? 

Mr. Kayvor. That is right. 

Senator McCartny. You feel that the phrase which you have eli- 
minated would limit the service; is that the thought? 

Mr. Kaytor. Yes, sir; rather than it being the service, it would 
be a service. Have I made that point clear, Senator ? 

Senator McCarruy. Yes, you have. 

Mr. Kaytor. Thank you. 

On page 5, section 6, we are not in favor of the provisions of this 
section which would entirely transfer many of the functions, includ- 
ing the branch of State and private forestry, to either the Agricultural 
Resources Conservation Service, or the Agricultural C onsultation 
Service. 

We are very well satisfied with the present arangement within the 
department. 

On page 10, under section 7—J, line 17, we suggest amending this 
subsection following the word “programs,” by adding the following: 

Together with the administration of all cooperative forestry activities shall 
be carried on in accordance with established practices and through established 
present State and Federal agencies at the State and local levels— 
making subsection J read as follows: 


The administration of State vocational agricultural programs together with 
the administration of all cooperative forestry activities shall be carried on in 
accordance with established practices and through established present State 
and Federal agencies at the State and local level. 

The CHarrMan. I understand that you do not want part of your 
service placed under either the Agricultural Consultation Service or 
the Agricultural Resources Conservation Service. 

Mr. Kaytor. No, sir. 

The Cuairman. Do you want a separate division for it? 

Mr. Kaytor. We want it under the Forest Service, where it is at the 
present time. 

The CuHarrMan. You want it to stay in the Forest Service? 

Mr. Kaywor. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMAN. You want no change in name and no transfer; 
you want it left alone? 

Mr. Kaytor. That is right, sir. 

The Cuarirman. All right. 
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Mr. Kaytor. We suggest the deletion of both sections 9 and 10, 
due to the confusion which will result if S. 1149 in its present form 
becomes law. 

I can cite you many examples where the forming of an additional 
State, county, or local United States Department of Agriculture 
committee, having any semblance of control of forest activities, would 

cause a great amount of trouble. 

Under section 10 the plan calls for a committee composed of seven 
elective farmers and six State officials. The only member to be selected 
from forestry is the head of the State conservation department who 
would be the thirteenth man, as against 12 others who engage in purely 
farming pursuits. 

We do not believe this is enough recognition of forestry activities 
which cover close to one-half of the land area of these United States. 

The Cuarrman. If we are just going to have one agricultural board 
ina State to advise and counsel with reference to all of the programs, 
how many do you think should be on that board representing forestry # 

Mr. Kayvor. There should be several. 

The CHarrMan. Well, if we put several members on representing all 
interests that would be a pretty big board, would it not? 

Mr. Kayvor. I have tried to cover that further in my testimony, 
Senator McClellan. There would not be any representatives on that 
board from the lumber industry. In your case the Dierks Lumber 
Co., or other interests in the State, would not have anyone to represent 
them. 

The CuHarrman. Well, they now make voluntary contributions to 
this program, do they not? 

Mr. Kaytor. Yes, sir. They are carrying a very heavy load in a 
cooperative effort, through contributions, in the fire campaign and 
the other program through the organized forestry industry. 

The CHarman. Not only Dierks Lumber Co. 

Mr. Kaytor. I singled them out because they are a prominent 
company and very cooperative. 

The CuarrMan. We have the Crossett Lumber Co. and many others. 

Mr. Kayior. That is right, sir. I did not mean any one company 
alone. Excuse me. 

The Cuatrman. They are very enthusiastic about this program 
and very much interested in it. None of them would want to see 
anything done that would disrupt or be detrimental to the forestry 
program. 

Mr. Kaytor. The work that is being carried out by the Crossett 
Lumber Co. at the present time is attracting national attention because 
of the very fine program that they have engaged i in. 

Further, the language of the bill makes it clear that these com- 
mittees IT am referring to would go further than being an advisory 
group. We are not in favor of section 10 because it imposes a semi- 
administrative authority on existing legally constituted State and 
local agencies. 

Such statements as are found on page 15, section 10 (f), beginning 
with the words— 


cooperate in the administration, on the State and local levels 
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again on page 16, lines 7 and 8— 


shall cooperate with the State and county agricultural advisory councils, and 
all programs of the Department relating to the work * * *— shall be admin- 
istered with the full knowledge and cooperation of the appropriate State agri 
cultural advisory councils, 

Such an overlay of additional authority to be granted by S. 1149 
would create a great deal of confusion and would likely set back our 
programs in fire control, reforestation, and forest man: iwement many 
years. Forest-land owners and operators would not be represented, as 
I mentioned a moment ago. This would be a strange arrangement 
of representation since in many counties and States well over one-half 
to three-fourths of all land is in privately-owned forests. 

Again, imagine how such an advisory group would be able to aid 
at the State and local levels in forest-land problems especially if they 
have semiadministrative powers. The only way I know to correct 
this is, under section 9, to insert authorization to exempt all activities 
in forestry and grazing. If lines 18, 19, and 20 of section 9 exempt all 
forestry and grazing “functions, our wishes will be satisfied. That 
can be acc -omplished by adding the following words. 

On page 15, section 10 (f), line 25, following the word “service,” 
insert “excepting forestry and grazing functions,” and also on page 
16, section (f), line 10, following the word “servic e,” add the same 
phrase “excepting forestry and grazing functions.” 

To summarize, we of the Association of State Foresters feel that 
S. 1149 goes further than we in the States like to see cooperative pro- 
grams interrupted especially in local activities. We also would like 
to make it clear that we are in favor of transferring the lands which 
are known as BLM beni and which are in another Department to the 
United States Forest Service. 

Senator McCartuy. What are BLM lands? 

Mr. Kayxor. Bureau of Land Management lands. 

We say that with knowledge that we believe all forestry activities 
should be under one head or one branch of the Government. 

We are also particularly proud of the progress that has been made 
through the Federal-State cooperative programs in advancing forestry 
in the past three decades; and we believe that all of these activities. 
the promotional program, the fire-control program that I mentioned 
to you, the Smoky program, the service program of marking timber 
lines for the small landowners, and the reforestation program should 
all be under one head. 

Gentlemen, we appreciate the courtesy you have extended to us. 

The CHatrMan. We are certainly very glad to have you. 

As I understand it, you are very apprehensive that if this bill i 
its present form is passed it is going to disrupt considerably the 
forestry program ¢ 

Mr. Kaytor. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. That is, the Forestry Service ? 

Mr. Kaytor. That is correct, sir. 

The CHarrman. And do you feel that it would be detrimental to 
abolish the existing local and State committees ? 

Mr. Kayror. Senator, I believe we have learned to work with those 
gentlemen in the field; and if we have an overlay or if we were to 


es 





coo} 
reca 
mut 
the 
taly 
I 
but 
wh 
tha 





S, and 
Ldmin- 


> afr) 


1149 
kK our 
nan) 
dd, as 
ment 
-half 


» aid 
they 
rrect 
rit les 
rt all 
That 


ice,” 
page 
‘ame 


that 
pro- 
like 
hich 
) the 


ities 


ade 
stry 
Lies, 
ned 
ber 
uld 


to 


ose 
To 


REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 145 


disband those committees there would be a tremendous amount of 
confusion. I do not see how we can improve upon it. 

The CHarrman. You think it is working very satisfactorily at 
present ? 

Mr. Kaynor. As far as we are concerned. 

The CHatrrman. Can you see any economies that would be effected 
by the proposed ch: ange / 

Mr. Kaytor. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Are the present members of the committees paid 
for their services? 

Mr. Kayror. None that we are affiliated with. They all of them 
contribute their time and many of them contribute their expenses. 

The CHarrman. In my State, as far as we know, we get splendid 
cooperation. ‘They contribute very substantial amounts. I do not 
recall what it is per acre for fire protection, but they contribute so 
much an acre, as I recall, annually to this fund. That goes to defray 
the expenses of preserving the forests and fighting fires and main- 
taining that service. 

[am not passing judgment at the moment upon the bill as written, 
but I do know that that is very important to a State like Arkansas 
where we have large forest areas. I would not want to do anything 
that would be detrimental. 

Senator McCarthy, any questions ? 

Senator McCarrny. Mr. Kaylor, your thought was that the Bu- 
reau of Land Management should be transferred where ? 

Mr. Kaytor. To a centralized Forest Service. 

Secretary McCartruy. Is it your thought that there is any dupli- 
cation of effort between the Bureau of Land Management and your 
Department ¢ 

Mr. Kayror. Will vou please restate the question / 

Senator McCarruy. I say, is it your thought that there is duplica- 
tion of effort between the Bureau of Land Management and your 
Department ? 

Mr. Kaytor. You said “my Department.” I represent the State 
foresters of 45 States. 

Senator McCarrny. Yes. 

Mr. Kayvor. There may be some element of duplication of effort or 
confusion in the Western States where the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment operates, but 1 would not put my finger on any specific examples 
at the moment. I know that our western State foresters are greatly 
concerned about having the Bureau of Land Management activities 
transferred to a central United States Forest Service. 

The CHatrman. You say they are concerned about it. What advan- 
tages can they point out in having it transferred? We find that it is 
sort of a natural inclination for one agency to want to take over some 
other agency. 

Mr. Kaytor. Senator. I am again speaking for my colleagues in the 
West. I believe that they have found that a multiplicity of agencies 
in handling forest lands in the West. That involves |: inds that are in 
another departme nt or several departments. It is the feeling that 
there would be greater economy and greater efficiency in the oper: ations 

if they were all “under one. 
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The CHarrMan. We had a witness here a few days ago from the 
State of Oregon, as I recall; and he pointed out a situation out ther 
where there was duplication and overlapping as between the Fores: 
Service and the Bureau of Land Management, stating that there wa: 
a great deal of confusion, too. 

Mr. Kayvor. That is right. It is very difficult to fight fires, to 
maintain effective policing, and to prevent trespassing, and a host of 
other things that we here in the eastern portion of the country are 
not confronted with. We are in sympathy in general with the princi 
ples that our western colleagues have advanced. 

Senator McCarruy. Mr. Kaylor, I am afraid I do not have too good 
a picture in my own mind of this situation. The grazing permits are 
issued by the Forest Service or by the BLM ? 

Mr. Kaytor. I believe by both agencies. I believe both agencies 
issue them. 

Senator McCarruy. Depending upon where the land is located? 

Mr. Kaytor. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCartny. I assume that that must cause considerable 
confusion ¢ 

Mr. Kayior. Yes, sir. If you were a farmer ora rancher, you would 
like to be able to go to one place to get your answers. 

The CHarrMaNn. Senator Schoeppel ? 

Senator ScoorrreL. The same thing would be true, would it not. 
in the leasing of lands? The same situation would carry over there / 

Mr. Kayror. That is right. It would apply to any kind of permit, 
Senator Schoeppel. 

Senator ScHorrrEL. Even in my State, which is largely an agricul- 
tural State, we have run into certain of these overlapping responsi- 
bilities. One department will think that it is all right after the most 
careful scrutiny, and then they will find that another department will 
hold it up for months and even for years. It is a little hard for those 
people to understand just what is going on. 

I know that the point you make in answer to our questions here is 
a very pertinent and important one in a lot of areas, and as we go into 
these western reserves, it is much more important. 

Mr. Kayior. That is right, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Senator Dworshak. 

Senator Dworsuak. With the exception of the transfer of the Bu- 
reau of Land Management to the Forest Service, you favor virtually 
no other changes; is that right ? 

Mr. Kaytor. Except as I mentioned in the amendments I proposed, 
Senator Dworshak. 

Senator DworsHak. You would prefer to see the existing status con- 
tinued ¢ 

Mr. Kayvor. Yes, sir, with the Forest Service. 

Senator DworsHak. You are satisfied that there is cooperation be- 
tween the State departments of agriculture and the Federal Depart- 
ment, and that efficient work is being carried on now ? 

Mr. Kaytor. I believe the record will bear us out on that. 

Senator Dworsuak. That is all. 

The Cuamman. Thank you very much. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN A. BAKER, LEGISLATIVE SECRETARY OF THE 
NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


The CuarrMan. I believe our next witness is Mr. John A. Baker, 
who is to speak on behalf of the National Farmers Union in the ab- 
sence of Mr. James G. Patton, president of the National Farmers 
Union. 

Is Mr. Baker present ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHArRMAN. You may be seated, Mr. Baker. 

I note that you have quite a lengthy statement. Do you wish to 
read all of this statement or to just place it in the record and discuss 
it ¢ 

Mr. Baker. Most of this material, Mr. Chairman, is attachments 

u the form of exhibits which we would like to offer for the record, 
Only the first part is Mr. Patton’s statement. 

Phe Caamrman. All right, you may proceed. I just hope we will 
get through by 12 o'clock. 
~ Mr. Baker. I am John A. Baker, legislative secretary of the Na- 
tional Farmers Union. Mr. Patton was unavoidably delayed in Den- 
ver, and was unable to be here today. With your permission, I will 
read this statement which he prepared to deliver to you. 

The CuarrMan. All right. 

Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I wel- 
come this opportunity to discuss with you the organizational struc- 
ture of the Department of Agriculture. 

Senator McCarruy. May I say, Mr. Chairman, that all of the 
members of the committee can read the statement. I thought maybe 
Mr. Baker would like to discuss the subject informally himself. 

The Cuarman. I wondered about that. We will hear Mr. Baker 
if he wants to read it. Of course, we will print it in the record any- 
how if you do not care to read it but would rather just discuss it. 

Mr. Baker. I am at your pleasure, sir. However, it will probably 
take me longer to discuss each of the points informally than it would 
to read this “prepared statement which will be almost the same thing. 

The CuarrMan. All right. We always try to permit witnesses to 
present their views in their own way. You may proceed. 

Mr. Baker. I particularly wish to express my appreciation to your 
chairman for making it possible for me to present this statement at 
this time. Every sincere effort to bring about more efficient and eco- 
nomical administration of our Federal Government is laudable. The 
National Farmers Union has found much of merit in the Hoover 
Commission reports, and has supported the reforms, believing them to 
be a step toward better organization and efficiency in Government. 

There are several provisions of S. 1149 that should be enacted. But 
the bill as a whole is not acceptable. I will deal with specific pro- 
visions later in this testimony, but first. I want to make some general 
observations, 

S. 1149 cannot fairly be characterized as a Hoover Commission 
bill. Some of its provisions were advocated by the Commission. 
Others were picked up from-the report of the Commission’s task 
force which the Hoover Commission did not carry forward to its own 
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recommendations. Some of the provisions of this measure were not 
recommended either by the Commission or the task force, but have 
been inserted by interested persons during drafting by the Citizens 
Committee for the Hoover Report. 

As a whole, this measure is now more in the field of agricultural 
policy and polities than in the field of efficiency and efficient organiza- 
tion, with which your committee is concerned, 


OPERATING FARM PROGRAMS SHOULD BE ADMINISTERED BY FARMERS 


Administration of farm programs at the local level by democrat- 
ically elected farmer committees is one of the most important char- 
acteristics of our action programs. Farmers Union has consistently 
supported this principle and has repeatedly urged that the prine iple 
be broadened in its application. This is one reason why we welcomed 
the important recognition given to PMA county committeemen in the 
establishment of county agricultur al mobilization committees in the 
reorganization of the Department last February. 

In this connection, I feel that I must point out the difference between 
lip service to the farmer committee idea and genuine support. My 
guess is that nearly everyone who appears before your committee will 
support the farmer-committeeman concept. But some of the groups 
will suggest that such farmer committees have only advisory and 
consultative status. Such support is what I call lip service, not genu- 
ine support. All of us know that farmers desire to run their own 
farm program. 

There are three or four provisions in this bill to increase the pre- 
rogatives and the programs of the agricultural extension services 
located in the land-grant colleges and universities. We will: deal 
vn them in detaillater. I want only to list them here. 

An agricultural consultation service is proposed in this bill. It 
was not proposed either by the Hoover Commission or its task force. 
The secretary of the Citizens Committee says this is intended to bring 
about the division of the Farmers Home Administration between 
Farm Credit and the Extension Service. 

2. Attempt is made to give informational programs to the extension 
services, 

Attempt is made to give State agricultural officials, including 
extension service, a considerable voice in State advisory committees 
which would relate to all farm programs. 

The members of this committee know that the extension service in 
many States is legally or informally tied to the Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion. The purpose of several of the provisions of this measure are 
obviously intended to increase the powers and prerogatives of the 
Farm Bureau's captive agency, and just as obviously would decrease 
the efficiency of the operating agencies of the Department of Agricul- 
ture rather than to increase it. We will point out specifically how 
this will result, in a section-by-section analysis, as well as the fact 
that the colleges themselves want no such responsibilities. 

This background is given now to urge this committee to confine the 
provisions of any bill ‘it may report to efficient organization and not 
to permit power politics to dominate your decisions. 





REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 149 


You could reorganize the Department of Agriculture so as to reduce 
the influence and effectiveness of all the present general farm organ- 
izations. Divide the Department into a series of commodity agencies 
and you will unquestionably give the numerous commodity associa- 
tions a much greater voice in the affairs of their separate commodities 
than any of the general farm organizations would have. Turn the 
operating programs over to Extension Service, without setting it free 
from the arm Bureau, and you will increase that organization’s 
— preferment enormously. Split administration up on State 
ines, and you will give domination to the Farm Bureau in some 
States, the Grange in a few, and my own organization in a few. 

The sole consideration in the reorganization of the United States 
Department of Agriculture should be getting the taxpayer the best 
service his dollars will buy—and not agricultural power politics, ex- 
cept as you forbid publicly paid employees to chore for private organi- 

zations when they should be performing their governmental functions. 

Unquestionably one of the most fruitful provisions you could enact 
in terms of efficiency would be a section requiring that Federal funds 
be withheld from State extension services where their employees 
chore for a private group. Testimony before the House Agriculture 
Committee last year shows that such choring not only takes the 


county agents’ time, it results in meetings of farmers, called to study 
and hear of new agricultural developments, being turned over to 
membership solicitors, insurance solicitors, and service company solici- 
tors, thereby greatly reducing the value of the governmental service. 

In this connection, we file the testimony of Benton J. Stong of our 


stail before the subcommittee of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee which is studying ethics in Government. 

The Cuamman. That may be filed for reference. 

(The testimony referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF BENTON J. STONG OF THE NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


The National Farmers Union is enthusiastically in favor of the basic purpose 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 21. If we were to suggest change, one 
would be amendment to declare now the intention of Congress to create a con- 
tinuing agency to help maintain higher moral and ethical standards in Govern- 
ment. We feel that the work of the Commission proposed by Senator Fulbright 
will be enhanced if the public Knows it has a probable destiny brighter than some 
dark niche in the archives. If provision could be included, as in the recent 
action on universal military training, at least giving the Commission's recom- 
mendations assurance of a congressional vote in a reasonable time, we feel 
would be a gain. 

There is always the danger that the time necessarily taken by a Commission 
in study will see a lessening of fervor for reform. And there must be more than 
a revival meeting to accomplish much. High moral standards will not be 
achieved by an unimplemented report, however forceful. That was the pro 
cedure which the Prohibitionists tried years ago when they coined the hor- 
rendous word “scofflaw” to bring about dry-law observance. Behind both the 
legal and medical codes is the ultimate threat of disbarment. The movie in- 
dustry has found it necessary to maintain a permanent Hays office to keep its 
standards more or less above the burlesque. And there are examples in Gov- 
ernment of the need for a continuing appraisal of practices and standards, and 
for wise enforcement procedures. In most instances a word will be enough to get 
desired results, for good men sometimes thoughtlessly adopt questionable prac 
tices and will stop them with only a suggestion. In other instances, punishment 
and sometimes corrective legislation may be required. 
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I would like to recommend to the committee a book by Phillip Selznik, TVA and 
the Grass Roots, published by the University of California Press as one of a 
series of studies of operations of our democratic institutions. 

In this study Selznik describes the original concept of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority as a broad, aggressive, and progressive agency empowered and directed 
to deal, not just with engineering and construction for flood control, navigation, 
and electric power supply in the Tennessee Basin, but to deal with all the social, 
economic, and physical problems involved in developing both the natural and 
human resources of the TVA area and raising living standards for all the people. 

He then reveals that a contract “little known even within TVA” was signed 
by TVA’s director of agricultural relations and the Tennessee director of ex- 
tension. This so-called Supplementary Project No. 5 provided for the extension 
service to arrange with the Tennessee Farm Bureau for appointment of one 
or more Farm Bureau officials to devote full time to “furtherance of this project” 
and for the use of Farm Bureau in distribution of fertilizer, organization of con- 
servation clubs, and other activities. The contract also provided that the Ten- 
nessee Farm Bureau would interpret for the American Farm Bureau the aims of 
“this cooperative program” and would submit “through the extension director” 
such “modifications” as the American Farm Bureau desired. 

The book then traces, with detailed documentation, the drift of TVA away 
from the concepts of Senator George W. Norris and Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
which were written into the agency's basic charter by the Congress. Supple- 
mentary Project No. 5, of course, led to a clientele relationship in agricultural 
programs between TVA, through extension service, and the Farm Bureau’s 
membership, the same sort of relationship as has existed between the extension 
service and the private organization in many States for the last three decades, 
to the detriment of farmers not members of the private organization. 

The author concludes: 

“The TVA has been a particularly good subject for the analysis of these 
problems. This is so precisely because it may be said that the Authority has, 
on the whole, very effectively achieved some of its major purposes, including 
the mobilization of a staff of very high quality. No one is surprised when a weak 
and corrupt Government agency does not fulfill its doctrinal promise. When 
however, a morally strong and fundamentally honest organization is subject 
to the kind of process we have described, then the pervasive significance of that 
process becomes materially enhanced. In a sense, it is just because TVA stands 
as something of a shining example of incorruptibility in such major matters as 
noncapitulation to local political interests in the hiring of personnel or to local 
utility interests in public power policy that the evidence of covert cooptation 
in the agricultural program attains its general significance. 

“For the things which are important in the analysis of democracy are those 
that bind the hands of good men. We then learn that something more than 
virtue is necessary in the realm of circumstance and power.” 

The situation with which Selznik has dealt in TVA is only a little known out- 
cropping of an almost Nation-wide situation which is of great influence in 
agriculture and even upon our national economic and social policies. It con- 
tinues today in defiance of a 30-year-old code of ethics to the contrary, a court 
decision holding, in effect, that millions of dollars annually are being illegally 
paid over to the private organization, and in spite of the fact that people are 
involved who properly can be expected to maintain the highest ethical standards, 

There is involved a great deal more than a row between farm organizations, 
with the Farm Bureau Federation on one side and the Grange and my own organ- 
ization on the other. 

There is an annual flow of about $75 millions of public funds to the govern- 
mental agency involved. And out of the relationship there is a flow back, even 
to this Congress, of many legislative proposals and pressures, such as a pres- 
sure for the removal of all price controls at the present time, and a proposal to 
reorganize the Department of Agriculture which is obviously intended to in- 
crease the power and prerogatives of the partners to the undemocratic arrange- 
ment, increase their grasp on agricultural life and thereby further step up the 
power and pressure of the private party to the arrangement. I refer, of course, 
to the inappropriately styled “Hoover Commission” bill to reorganize the De- 
partment of Agriculture. Mr. Robert McCormick of the Citizens Committee for 
the Hoover Commission Report has candidly told me that the bill is intended, 
among other things, to dismember the Farmers Home Administration and 
divide its programs between a proposed Agricultural Credit Service and an 
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Agricultural Consultation Service, the latter being the Extension Service re- 
named. This has been a long time objective of the Farm Bureau-Extension 
alliance, pressed for more than a decade but, up to the present, rejected by the 
Congress. 

It is not my purpose to argue the merits or demerits of that measure now. We 
will do that before the appropriate committee. It is mentioned only to illustrate 
the far-reaching effect of practices which exist in face of a formulated code of 
ethics in the highest educational circles in our land. 

Four decades ago, in 1911, there began to develop in the United States county 
agricultural information offices which were established for the purpose of getting 
to farmers educational materials on better farming and marketing practices. 
They were then known as farm bureaus, spelled in lower case letters. 

The work done by the pioneering organizations in this field proved of such 
great value that a number of States passed laws which provided that whenever 
a given number of people—sometimes 200, or 300, or a number equal to one- 
third or one-half of all the farmers in a county—associated themselves together 
in a county farm aid association, or farm bureau, the county should contribute, 
and State college and Federal funds would be added to open an office and 
maintain a county agricultural agent to carry on agricultural extension educa- 
tion work. Once employed, and with their jobs dependent on maintaining the 
required number of members in the local agricultural aid association or farm 
bureau, the publicly paid county agents saw to it that the requisite member- 
ship was maintained. 

The organization of these associations, or local farm bureaus, speeded by an 
offer by Chicago business interests of $1,000 each to the first 100 organized, 
moved along so rapidly that shortly after World War I several State Farm 
Bureau Federations composed of the county associations were set up, and the 
American Farm Bureau Federation was organized. 

These federations quickly moved beyond the field for which the local associa- 
tions were set up, helping sponsor extension education only, and entered into 
legislative lobbying activities and commercial enterprises. The county agents, 
who maintained membership in the old sponsoring associations, not only con- 
tinued to do membership work, but often took on promotion of the new legislative 
and commercial activities. 

The impropriety of this was promptly recognized by thinking educators and 
leading agriculturists of that time. In 1921 the True-Howard agreement was 
entered into by the private organization and the Department of Agriculture 
which, in effect, agreed upon a code of ethics for the publicly paid county agricul- 
tural extension agents. 

At its annual convention November 21—23, 1922, the Association of Land- 
Grant Colleges and Universities adopted a report which asserted that “It is 
recognized that Extension workers are public officials, paid from public funds, 
and should use their efforts in work beneficial to all.” In exposition of this 
position, the report also quoted from a code of conduct, based on the True- 
Howard agreement and promulgated as an official regulation by Henry C. Wal- 
lace, the Secretary of Agriculture under President Harding, as follows: 

“As they are public teachers, it is not a part of the official duties of Extension 
agents to perform for individual farmers or for organizations the actual opera- 
tions of production, marketing, or the various activities necessary to the proper 
conduct of business or social organizations. They may not properly act as 
organizers for farmers’ associations; conduct membership campaigns; solicit 
membership ; edit organization publications: manage cooperative business enter- 
prises; engage in commercial activities; act as financial or business agents, nor 
take part in any of the work of farmers’ organizations, or of an individual 
farmer, which is outside their duties as defined by the law and by the approved 
projects governing their work. They are expected, however, to make available 
to organizations such information as will be helpful to them and contribute 
to the success of their work.” 

The action of the land-grant colleges has never been rescinded and has re 
mained the official position of that organization down through the years. In 
August 1948, a joint Commission appointed by the association and Secretary 
of Agriculture Clinton P. Anderson issued a report which said: “The com- 
mittee * * * is convineed that it would be in the public interest for any 
formal operating relationships between the Extension Service and any general 
farm organization such as the Farm Bureau to be discontinued at the earliest 
possible moment. It is appreciated that this is a matter involved in the field 
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of State rights. However, this committee is convinced that the best interests 
of Extension work, the Farm Bureau, and the farmers themselves will be served 
when all legal connections and exclusive operating arrangements between Farm 
Bureau and Extension Service are discontinued. It is recommended that Exten- 
sion Service officials and Farm Bureau leaders in the States concerned take 
the initiative in this matter.” 

It should be noted that, since the report was issued, all State legislatures 
have met once, and some twice, and that separation has occurred in only one 
of the dozen States where this disapproved relationship exists as a result of 
a county farm-aid association or Farm Bureau law. That was in Kansas, and 
the separation was ordered there only after the District Court of Franklin 
County, Kans., had found that farm-aid association funds were being illegally 
paid to the Kansas Farm Bureau and American Farm Bureau Federation as 
dues. I offer a copy of the county attorney's complaint and the court's decision 
for your records. This decision puts into serious question the legality of similar 
payments, amounting to millions of dollars annually, which are made as Farm 
Bureau dues in other States which have similar farm-aid association or Farm 
Bureau laws. In Kansas, after the court decision, the State Farm Bureau 
finally did assent to permitting the State legislature to enact a law separating 
the Farm Bureau and Extension Service, which is to be administered in the 
future by an elected county Extension Council. But no step has been taken 
outside of Kansas to end parallel illegal payment of funds. In Minnesota and 
lowa, where similar separations have been proposed in State legislatures, they 
have been fought and defeated by the partners to the improper relationship. 

I am not going to burden this committee with a lengthy documentation of 
the charge that there are continued malpractices in spite of the code, or regu- 
lations, adopted in 1921 and 1922. Some members of this subcommittee are 
fully aware of them. 

There is abundant documentation in records of the Congress. Scores of 
examples of direct violation of the code can be found in the hearings of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, Eightieth Congress, on S. 1251 to estab 
lish a national soil-fertility program. These examples show county agents 
violating every provision of the regulations and even using 4-H Club children 
for Farm Bureau work, or going along with the limitation of awards in 4H 
Club competitions to the children of Farm Bureau members. Children of 
poorer farmers could stay home. 

You ean find abundant additional examples in House hearings held last vear 
on the Granger bill to free the Extension Service from this alliance, at which 
the Federal Extension Service, the Association of Land-Grant Colleges and 
Universities, Friends of Extension of Kansas, the National Grange, the Na- 
tional Farmers Union, and business groups who resent the sales competition 
of publicly paid county agents in insurance and livestock fields, all testified 
for the separation. I have and offer several copies of my own testimony at 
that time for your use. 

There is also available at Federal Extension Service the so-called Gilbertson 
reports, which are studies of improper activities made by the agency itself 
The findings are based on replies to a questionnaire filled out by State Exten- 
sion directors. The copy which I have here revealed more th:in 1,100 situations 
in the Nation either in direct and flagrant violation of the code or activities 
and conditions subject to criticism. This is a tremendous admission of im 
proper activities from within the agency itself. 

In spite of these showings, and in spite of pleas for relief, Congress has 
continued to appropriate millions of dollars to the Extension Service—and we 
hold its basic educational function in the highest regard—without imposing 
any conditions which would bring about proper practices and observance of 
the regulations. Solicitors in the Department of Agriculture have held that 
the Secretary has no practical enforcement powers, since the regulations (or 
code) are based on a voluntary agreement or “treaty” between the Government 
agency and private organization. 

I would like to submit just one specific example of the sort of thing which 
happens in this field. Like Selznik’s TVA example, it is peculiarly significant 
because of the presumably high ethical standards of one of the parties involved. 

I refer to the agreement which exists between the Minnesota State Exten- 
sion Service, a part of the State college of agriculture, and the Minnesota Farm 
Bureau. It was signed in 1944, when criticism of the Farm Bureau-Extension 
Service relationship was increasing. 
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The agreement recites the things which are forbidden by the Department of 
Agriculture regulations, based on the True-Howard agreement and approved by 
the Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities. It recites that since 
county agricultural extension agents are public employees, and part of a public 
educational service, they may not themselves conduct membership campaigns, 
receive dues, handle farm funds, edit and manage Farm Bureau publications, 
manage the business activities of the Farm Bureau, ete. 

But then the agreement says: 

“County agricultural agents and their assistants, being public émployees, 
can, during the time devoted to the performance of their duties as such public 
employees, work only on those activities outlined and permitted under the 
Smith-Lever law.” 

The phrase in that sentence which qualifies the regulation and limits its appli- 
cation to “time devoted to the performance of their work as such public em- 
ployees” of course clears all other time to do the forbidden activities. And there 
are no set hours for performance of official duties. The county agents in Min- 
nesota can, under that regulation (and evidence shows that they do), conduct 
their public functions one minute and Farm Bureau functions the next, switching 
back and forth so rapidly that a citizen can’t possibly keep up with the changes 
to and from public duties. 

It is made even more obvious that the agreement is intended to get around the 
regulations, or code of ethics, and not implement it, when, near the end, it is 
explained that the purpose of the agreement is “to be most helpful in enabling 
personnel of both organizations (the public educational institution and the 
private farm organization) to continue their cooperative relationships and at 
the same time comply with the legal authority under which the work of each 
organization is conducted.” It does not say that county agents are to comply 
with the regulations and cease forbidden activities. It says that here’s how to 
continue and still get by the code. 

In numbered paragraph 2, the Minnesota agreement says that a county agent 
cannot “handle funds” of any Farm Bureau organization nor “manage the 
business” of any Farm Bureau. 

In the second paragraph below, numbered paragraph 4, the agreement says: 

“For the purpose of ascertaining compliance with conditions imposed by law, 
complete membership records shall be kept up-to-date in the county extension 
office and be available at all times to determine all questions regarding member- 
ship in the county. (Such records shall be kept, membership dues or other 
moneys handled, and other duties performed in accordance with the articles 
and bylaws of the particular county Farm Bureau association, subject always to 
the limitations imposed by both Federal and State laws as outlined above).” 

After reading the two instructions, one saying that county agents cannot 
handle funds for any Farm Bureau organization or manage their business, and 
the latter one telling them to handle dues and other moneys in accordance with 
local Farm Bureau bylaws, certainly no one can miss the true intent of the agree- 
ment, nor the cynical attitude of the signers toward their ethical obligations. 

This is not an indictment of all Extension Services nor of all Extension Service 
personnel. Most of the colleges and most county agents want to be free to serve 
all farmers alike. People who put laws and codes under a microscope for loop- 
holes and pry around for means of evasion are always in the minority. But 
because there are such people—even in the highest educational circles in this 
land—the effectiveness of codes of ethics without enforcement provisions runs 
very low. 

This matter involves the proper, democratic functioning of a major agricultural 
agency. Out at the grass roots in many States there has developed a clientele 
relationship between Extension Service and Farm Bureau membership which 
tends to be an exclusive relationship. There are many instances where farmers 
have been asked about their Farm Bureau membership when seeking advice or 
aid from a county agent. But in far more instances the farmers simply stay 
away from the combined Farm Bureau-Extension Service offices because they 
are not members and believe themselves unwelcome. The public educational 
agency thus fails to serve all equally. 

There is involved here also the question not only of justice between farm 
organizations but the proper representation of farm people before the Govern- 
ment, since the favored organization is engaged in lobbying. 

It is no more proper for the $75 million Extension Service to be organizing 
and choring for a single farm organization than it would be for the Department 
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of Labor to organize CIO unions to the exclusion of A. F. of L. and others, or 
vice versa. It is improper for Government agencies to be doing such work for 
private organizations or private lobbies at all, for an especially undesirable 
result occurs in the lobbying aspect of the situation when a private organiza- 
tion is dependent on and in partnership with an arm of Government. 

Fortune magazine, in an exhaustive article about the Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion, carried in its June 1944 issue, commented on this. It said: 

“Among farm organizations and among lobbies, the Farm Bureau is unique. 
It is, as its detractors never tire of pointing out, a private lobby sponsored and 
supported by the Government it seeks to influence. The bureau locally is the 
official and unofficial sponsor of the Federal-State Extension Service—more 
briefly the county agent system. And this accounts for a great deal of its 
permanence. * * #* 

“The citizen who believes that lobbies are too strong cannot * * * hope to 
abolish them. He can properly object to the quasi-public sponsorship that the 
Farm Bureau enjoys. Certainly nothing in the Bill of Rights suggests that 
petitioners should be aided by public funds; plain common sense recommends 
against it. «* .* °°" 

One of the problems which our occupation government faced in Germany 
was pressure from the German farm organization for the new government to 
collect their dues as taxes. Hitler had done it, and it seemed to the German 
farm organization officials a fine solution of one of the toughest farm organiza- 
tion problems—maintenance of membership. It saves billing, wheedling and 
the expense of personal calls, and it keeps in those members who get sore about 
the policy position of the organization, or some other of its activities, and would 
normally quit in protest. 

Of course, the price which the German farm organization paid for having 
such a dues-collection arrangement was complete subservience to the dues 
collector. 

This is an extreme example, and I do not want to draw any extreme inferences 
from it. But it cannot be denied that policies advocated by a group which gets 
its strength from a governmental agency will be colored by that fact. The long- 
continued effort of the Farm Bureau to concentrate agricultural action programs 
and power in Extension Service certainly stems, in a considerable degree, from 
its mutual-aid relationship with that agency. In 1940 the private organization 
proposed in its convention to put agricultural action programs, out in the States, 
under five-man boards nominated by the State Extension Service directors. 
Failing in a frontal effort, we have witnessed continuing efforts to transfer 
functions, such an information work, exclusively to the Extension Service. 
Another example is the effort to split Farmers Home Administration’s loan and 
agricultural guidance functions, giving the latter to Extension Service. One of 
the great strengths of the Farmers Home Administration program grows out 
of the combination of guidance and the loan of funds necessary for the farmer 
to follow that guidance. The Congress a few years ago rejected such a separa- 
tion of FHA functions, but the proposal continues to come up and is before the 
Congress now. 

We want it clear that Farmers Union regards the agricultural extension 
education program as one of our great programs in its basic econcept. There 
is probably no parallel in history of wide and speedy dissemination of scientific 
knowledge and techniques. We hope that the United States, through point 4 
programs, can spread agricultural extension work around the world. We 
strongly feel, however, that this service should be available to all and nat 
limited down in any way to a clientele. 

The situation should be of particular significance to this committee for the 
reason Which Selznik stated: 

“* * * the things which are important in the analysis of democracy are 
those which bind the hands of good men.” : 

For the most part, this is such a situation. The county Extension agents are 
college graduates. The higher officials are members of college and university 
staffs. The Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities has asked 
for freedom from this entangling alliance. There is a code of ethics—regula- 
tions for proper conduct—which is supposed to control. Yet there has arisen 
and continues down to the present a situation involving widespread violation 
of the code which is unfair among farm organizations, discriminatory in services 
supplied farm people, violative of democratic practices, and even close, if not 
over, the line of outright misapplication of funds in several of the States. 
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Selznik wrote that “* * * something more than virtue is necessary in the 
realm of circumstance and power.” It seems obvious to us, at least, that some- 
thing more is necessary than a virtuous but unimplemented code. 


Mr. Baker. We also file a proposed amendment to S. 1149 adapted 
from Congressman Granger’s bill to free the Extension Service, and 
urge your ‘committee to study the hearings before the House Agricul- 
ture Committee on that measure. You will tind that record replete 
with general and specific testimony reflecting time wasted from official 
duties and devoted instead to chores for a private organization. Sub- 
stantial savings could be made in this situation. 

The Cuamman. That may be filed for reference. 

(The proposed amendment referred to is as follows :) 


LANGUAGE FOR SECTION To BE AppDED To S. 1149 As RECOMMENDED BY 
NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Section 3 of the Smith-Lever Act, approved May 8, 1914, is hereby amended by 
adding at the end there the following: 

“No payment shall be made by the Federal Government to any land-grant 
college, State, county, or municipal division thereof, under authority of this 
Act, or any Act amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto, unless all funds 
expended in the maintenance of such Extension Service shall have been provided 
either (a) by State, county, local authority, college, or other public sources; 
or (b) by donations to such college the terms of which shall specify fully the 
purpose of the donation, shall be made a matter of public record, and shall 
have received formal approval of the governing body of such college: Provided, 
That the terms of any such donations shall not be such as would result in the 
donor or the donors receiving any direct or personal benefits or privileges or 
enjoying any measure of control or authority over the administration of the 
Extension Service by reason of such donation. 

“No funds for cooperative extension service provided under authority of this 
Act, or any Act amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto, shall be paid in 
any year to any State or agency thereof, which, through the operation of State 
law, or by arrangement— 

“(1) establishes or requires or permits a farm bureau, county farm-aid 
association, or other organization or association as an official cooperating 
or sponsoring agency for the Extension Service, unless such coperating 
or sponsoring organization (a) confines its activities to its relations with 
the Extension Service and does not affiliate with or into any State or 
National organization; (b) permits all persons within the affected area 
to belong to such organization on equal terms and without discrimination and 
to participate in its activities on an equal basis without regard to member- 
ship in any other organization; and (c) does not use a name which will 
confuse it with any farm organization ; 

“(2) requires the organization of farmers as a prerequisite to the conduct 
of cooperative agricultural extension work, in any county or locality, unless 
such organization complied with the requirements of (a), (b), and (¢) 
above; 

“(3) permits employees of the Extension Service to act as organizers for 
farmers’ organizations, conduct me mbership campaigns, solicit membership, 
manage or engage in business enterprises (cooperative or otherwise) for 
farmer organizations, edit organization publications or send out such pub- 
lications or farm organization bulletins or letters under free penalty en- 
velopes or otherwise, except in the case of 4-H Clubs, home-demonstration 
clubs, breeding associations, cow-testing associations, and similar nonprofit 
public or service organizations which are exclusively devoted to carrying out 
extension programs to improve farm and home practices and which open 
their membership to and actively seek to serve alike all persons in the area 
without regard to membership in any other organization ; 

(4) permits accepting from, donating to, or joint use with any private 
organization of association of any housing, personnel, services, or facilities ; 

“(5) permits any preferential treatment among farmers or farmers’ or- 
ganizations. 
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“None of the funds appropriated by or under the authority of this Act, or any 
Act amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto, shall be certified to the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury for payment to any State or Territory, or agency thereof, 
until the Director of Agricultural Extension work in such State or Territory 
shall certify and the Secretary of Agriculture shall find that there is compliance 
with the provisions of this Act, or in case there has been a violation by one 
or more persons, that such persons shall have been discharged, suspended, or 
otherwise disciplined in a manner commensurate with the violation, and that 
measures have been taken to prevent the recurrence of such violation. The Sec- 
retary’s findings under this section shall be published in the Federal Register. 

“(6) Notwithstanding the provision of section 21 or the Hatch Act, as amended 
October 24, 1942 (18 U. 8. C. 610, 1940 edition), all employees of the Coopera- 
tive Agricultural Extension Service shall come under the provisions of such Act.” 

(c) The fifteenth paragraph under the heading “Miscellaneous” in the Act en- 
titled “An Act making appropriations for the Department of Agriculture for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1920,” approved July 24, 1919 (5 U.S. C. 563), is 
hereby amended by striking the following words “or local farm bureaus or like 
organizations,” 






Mr. Baker. Since those hearings were held, a district judge in 
Kansas has held that even moneys which should he ave been turned over 
to support this agricultural agency have instead been improperly and 
illegally diverted to the private organization. Applied to all States, 
this judge’ s decision could mean tha at several million dollars a year is 
being improperly diverted from support of county extension service 
offices to pay Farm Bureau dues. 

The CHamrman. Can you give us any further explanation of that? 
I do not understand how Federal funds might be used to pay dues in a 
farm organization. 

Mr. Baker. That was in a suit settled in Kansas about a year ago 
in which contributions were made to support what we call in Arkansas 
county agents’ offices. Up there they call them county Farm Bureau 
offices, I believe. That money, the judge held, should have been used 
for the extension work rather than having so much taken out of each 
man’s contribution as Farm Bureau dues. 

Our farm programs should be tailored to serve farmers, and not 
some power grouping. It is for that reason that the Farmers Union 
considers the use of administrative committees, elected out in the 
townships and the counties where the farmers live, the most efficient 
and the most democratic arrangement possible. Our members con- 
sider it so. The program adopted by the delegates to our last national 
convention said : 

























A Grass Roors ProGRaAM 


For the successful operation of these programs we strongly advocate a 
thoroughgoing reorganization of the Department of Agriculture. Such a re 
corganization should be so designed as to build a direct channel of administra- 
tive and policy communication between farmers’ committees at the grass roots 
and the Secretary of Agriculture in Washington. 


FARM COMMITTEE CONTROL 












This channel should be the sole administrative line of action in the operation 
of the action programs of the Department, and all commodity, research, con 
servation, or other services should be purely advisory in character. 


PRODUCTION AGREEMENTS 


Along with this reorganization of the Department should go the establishment 
of a strengthened and revised system of farmer committees which would have 
as a principal aim the fullest possible use and expansion of the production agree- 
ments so successfully used in recent years. 
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COORDINATION OF FARM PROGRAMS 


The farmers’ committee system should be made more responsive to the needs 
of farmers. The function of the local committee should be so broadened as to 
include responsibility in its area for all action programs of the Department. In 
some instances there are statutory difficulties to this arrangement, as in the 
case of soil conservation district boards of supervisors. For purposes of co- 
ordination, farmers’ committees should include members representative of the 
programs for which it has no statutory responsibility. The object is to give 
farmers one committee to deal with instead of many. 


FARM AGENCIES AND FARMERS 


To further this same objective, all Government agencies with which the farmer 
deals should be housed together, with an integrated office force, so that the 
farmer may be referred directly to the agency dealing with his particular request. 

I doubt if you'll have a witness who will be willing to oppose this 
widespread aspiration of farmers. 

But some of the powerful groups who appear here will try to get 
you to siphon off this aspiration of farmers into some nice-sounding 
but futile phrases which appear to, but do not, give a real voice to 
operating farmers in the administration of Federal programs that 
vitally affect them. 


FEDERAL FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS SHOULD BE LOCATED 
IN UNITED STATES DEPRTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Not all of the major food and agricultural programs of the Federal 
Government are now located in the Department of Agriculture. All 
of such programs should be located in the Department. Farmers, the 
general public, the President, and the Congress all look to the Depart- 


ment of Agriculture as the agency of government that is concerned 
with farming and farm life, and with produce tion and distribution of 
food, fiber, and lumber. 

Most of the research, educational, regulatory, and action programs 
dealing with these important aspects of national life are located in the 
Department of Agriculture. So located, these several services can 
obtain the support and assistance of each other. For example, the 
research scientist in sheep improvement is easily available for con- 
sultation by both educational and action program personnel concerned 
with wool grading. When a Federal agricultural program such as 

vocational agricultural education or public agricultural land manage- 
ment or foreign agricultural assistance is located outside the frame- 
work of the Department of Agriculture, these services invariably suf 
fer from the lack of quick and easy access to the bulk of agricultural 
science, education, regulation, and action. Moreover, the programs 
and agencies located inside the Department suffer from lack of close 
coordination with those agencies that are outside the Department. 

When overlapping or disputes occur between a farm agency in the 
Department and one outside, the ultimate resolution of the toughest 
conflicts can take place only at the Cabinet level and can be settled 
only by a decision by the President of the United States. This places 
an unnecessary burden on an official who is already the most over- 
worked individual in the world. 

Farmers Union urges that the Bureau of Land Management of the 
Interior Department and Vocational Agricultural Education of the 
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Federal Security Agency be transferred to the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

As long as vocational agricultural education remains in an office 
of general education it will be neglected for two reasons: (1) Indus- 
trial vocational education will outw eigh in scope the agricultural work, 
and (2) because vocational agriculture is more a technical agriculture 
than it is a strictly pedagogical proposition. 

The CHarrman. It seems from the testimony developed here this 
morning that the vocational people are very much opposed to that 
transfer. They say that it is primarily a program of education and 
not of agriculture and that, therefore, it should be supervised by 
trained educators—people competent in that field, rather than people 
competent in agriculture itself and not trained in teaching. You 
heard that testimony: did you not ? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

The CHamman. That was presented this morning. 

Mr. Baxer. Yes. sir. 

I am not qualified, as you know, sir, to speak for all of the vocational 
agricultural teachers; but our mail of the last 6 or 8 weeks, since you 
announced the hearings, indicates at least that those who have been 
writing us favor this transfer. I would like to say that I can speak 
only for the mail which we get, and I presume that we would get 
the kind that would be favorable to the position they thought we 
might take. 

The CuatrMan. All right. Will you proceed ? 

Mr. Baker. This vit: lly important work should be transferred to 
the Department of Agriculture where its budget will be considered by 
those who have intimate knowledge of farm “needs, and where it can 
benefit from closer cooperation with agricultural scientists, techni- 
clans, and services. 

Very fine results have been accomplished by both the Extension 
Service, 4-H Clubs, and by the Vo-Ag Future Farmers of America 
organization. But both programs would be quickly improved and 
greatly strengthened if they were better coordinated. 

I might say, interpolating there, Mr. Chairman, that as a boy in 
our State I was both a member of the Future Farmers of America 
and of the 4-H Clubs at the same time, so I do not speak entirely 
without some knowledge of this. 

Continuing Mr. Patton’s statement : 

In suggesting the transfer of vocational agricultural education to 
the Department of Agriculture I do not want to be misunderstood as 
recommending that this work should be made subservient to the Ex- 
tension Service. Vocational agricultural education should be made 
a separate agency of the Department of equal status with the Exten- 
sion Service. 

The Cuamman. Under which one of these categories should that 
be placed as mentioned here in the bill? 

Mr. Baxer. We have that a little later on, Senator. 

The CHatrMan. All right. 

Mr. Baxer. I might say here that we don’t exactly agree with the 
rigid set-up provided in that section. We have some remarks to 
make on that. 

The Cnatrman. All right; proceed. 
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Mr. Baxer. To continue the present split in the administration of 
federally-owned grazing and forestry lands between the Department 
of Agriculture and the Department of Interior is both unwise and 
unnecessary. When separate departments of government administer 
alternating sections of forest or grazing land the result can only be 
less efficient operation than could ‘be attained if the man: igement were 
consolidated. 

Administration of grazing land is, of course, an agricultural mat- 
ter that should be closely integrated with grazing on private lands, 
with programs affecting feed grain supplies and with other livestock 
research, educational, regulatory, and action programs. Most of 
these are located in the Department of Agriculture. It is probably 
for these reasons, among others, that the previous witnesses before 
your committee have stated that the grazing lands currently admin- 
istered by the Department of Agriculture are kept in better condition 
than those in the Interior Department. It seems reasonable, there- 
fore, to transfer grazing land administration from the Department 
of the Interior to the Department of Agriculture. 

Senator McCarruy. Let me ask this: Do you know whether any 
farm organizations will oppose the consolidation so that you would 
not have the Department of Agriculture administering part of the 
grazing lands and the Department of the Interior other parts? 

Mr. Baxer. I don’t know of anyone who does, but I am not speaking 
for them, Senator. 

Senator McCarruy. Offhand can you think of any reason to con- 
tinue this split—any reason at all? 

Mr. Baker. Frankly, Senator, I can’t think of any good reason at 
all for having a chee kerboard pattern with the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement operating every other one and the Department of Agriculture 
opel rating the ones in between. 

The CuatrMan. You were present here when we heard the testimony 
of Dr. William A. Schoenfeld, of Oregon, a few days ago; were you 
not ¢ 

Mr. Baker. No, sir; but I am familiar with what they call the 
Oregon and California revested lands. 

The CuarrmMan. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Baker. If you and I owned adjoining land, that is, you owned 
half of it and I owned half of it, I expect we would get together and 
draw a line halfway down the middle instead of you taking the black 
squares and I taking the white ones, like on a checkerboard. 

The bulk of the Nation’s forests are on privately owned land, 
much of it within the line fences of operating farms. The adminis- 
tration of the federally owned national forests must be related to 
farm forestry and forestry practices on other privately owned land. 
The Department of Agriculture has developed an integrated program 
of research and service in cooperation with the States with respect to 
private forestry and the program is geared into the work of a 
istering the National forests. Both types of work would suffer 
they were separated. Therefore, we recommend transferring Sbseles 
Department forest lands to the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture for administration in connection with other forestry programs 
of the United States Government. 
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SECTION 9 SHOULD BE ELIMINATED 
\ 


Section 9 is the most far-reaching and most objectionable single 
feature of the August 14 committee print of S. 1149. This section has 
been hailed by some as the provision that will eliminate what they say 
is confusion, duplication, and overlapping of the Department’s farmer 
committees. This claim is false. In the first place there is no over- 
lapping in the Department’s farmer committees and, in the second, 
place, if there were, section 9 would not eliminate it, because the only 
major committees of the Department that are eliminated by section 9 
are the community, county, and State farmer committees of the Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration. 

These PMA farmer committees currently administer, in the field, 
the following important farm programs: 

Agricultural conservation program. 

Various field activities of the sugar program. 

Acreage allotment and marketing quota programs. 

The crop insurance program. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation farm price support programs. 

The grain storage program. 

Farm product surplus removal purchases, in addition to a large number of 
other duties in connection with farm manpower, farm machinery, pesticides, 
and fertilizer supply programs during the mobilization emergency. 

Section 9 would accomplish little more than to abolish the PMA 
committees who carry out these important programs. The section 
would require the Department of Agriculture to hire full-time Gov- 
ernment employees to carry out the duties now performed by part- 
time farmer committeemen. This action would not only probably 
require a greater outlay for salaries, but would also remove farmers 
from the administration of their own action programs. 

The substitution of full-time Government employees for these 
farmer committeemen would be an unwise and unsound change in 
Department organization. The shift would inevitably result in farm- 
ers obtaining lower quality service at a greater cost in tax dollars. 

Full-time hired employees of Government usually are not selected 
from the county in which they serve. Moreover, the avenue of their 
future promotion is to move to another town or city to get a super- 
visory job. 

The committeemen now administering many Department programs 
are local farmers who have lived in the locality for many years and 
who expect to spend the rest of their lives in their home communities. 
They must make their records and build their reputations in the minds 
and hearts of their farmer neighbors. Such committeemen are in 
much better position to know how wisely and judiciously to apply 
national programs to the solution of local problems. 

For the same impelling reason that influenced the Nation to call 
upon local citizens to serve on draft boards and rationing boards, 
Farmers Union urges that we continue to call upon farmers to ad- 
minister farm programs. For this reason, the provisions of section 
9 should be eliminated from S. 1149. 


SECTION 10 OF §, 1149 SHOULD BE ELIMINATED 

Farmers Union sees no necessity at this time to establish a Nation- 
wide Department-wide superstructure of agricultural advisory coun- 
cils. The councils that would be created by section 10 apparently 
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would replace or duplicate the existing State and county agricultural 
mobilization committees. 

The State and county i agricultural mobilization committees were 
established by Secretary’s Memorandum 1280, issued last February. 

(See p. 348.) The membership includes the members of the county 
or State PMA farmer committee, and the chief officials of each agency 
or bureau of the Department of Agriculture having county- or State- 
wide jurisdiction. In addition, the chief officials of the following 
State agencies were invited to become members of the committees 
State agricultural extension service, State agricultural experiment 
station, vocational agricultural education, and State department or 
commission of agriculture. As far as I know, none of these State 
oflicials have refused to serve on the mobilization committees. 

Farmers Union members and local and State officials report that the 
agricultural mobilization committees are performing a fine grade of 
work harmoniously in almost all counties over the country. Farmers 
Union sees no good reason at this time of national emergency to legis- 
late a complete unheaval of farm program administration in every 
agricultural county in the Nation. 

The State and county councils that would be created by Section 10 
would be merely advisory and consultative in nature. They would 
not have authority for administrative decision or administrative 
action. Although full-time Government employees would take over 
the jobs of farmer committeemen under section 9, no provision is made 
in section 10 or elsewhere in the bill to indicate who would perform 
the actual work currently performed by the State and county agri- 
cultural mobilization committees. 

Farmers Union opposes the creation of the additional and unneces- 
sary State advisory committee structure provided in section 10. The 
State advisory committees provided in this section are to be composed 
of seven farmers and six hired State government employees. He sin- 
cerely believes that farmers have more than a seven-thirteenth stake 
in programs of the Department of Agriculture. Since the State com- 
mittees would direct the activity of county committees and even set 
up the election procedures, it would be relatively easy for some of the 
nonfarmer, non-Federal Government employees on the State council 
to dominate all of the Federal agricultural programs in a State. The 
chairman, vice chairman, and secretary of any State council could all 
be nonfarmers under the wording of section 10. 

Sections 9 and 10 of the August 14 committee print of S. 1149 are 
so completely contrary to the programs repeatedly adopted by Farm- 
ers Union national conventions that we would have no choice but to 
oppose the enactment of the entire bill if these obnoxious provisions 
are retained. 


SECTION 8 RELATES TO POLICY, NOT ORGANIZATION, AND SHOULD BE 
ELIMINATED FROM THE BILL 


Many who read section 8 of the proposed bill may overlook the 
policy importance of the action it proposes. For 16 years, 
of the act of August 24, 1935, has been the farmers’ anchor to the lee- 
ward, a sort of first and last resort insurance against economic dis- 
aster. The effect of section 8 of the proposed bill is to eliminate this 
important economic protection for farmers. 


section 32 
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Section 32 provides for the automatic appropriation of 30 percent 
of United States customs’ receipts for use by the Department of 
Agriculture in removing from the market burdensome surpluses of 
a farm commodity where such surpluses threaten to disrupt orderly 
marketing and bring on disastrously low prices at harvest and mar- 
keting seasons. 

Whether, to repeal or modify this long-standing farm program is 
a very important farm program policy matter. The bill before us 
is a bill concerned with organizational structure, not substantive pro- 
gram policies. Therefore, we strongly urge that section 8 be elimi- 
nated from the proposed bill. 

If the subject matter of the section is to be discussed, we respect- 
fully submit that the appropriate forum is the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry. 


SECTION 6 SHOULD BE ELIMINATED 


Section 6 of the August 14 committee print of S. 1149 would set 
up a rigid unchangeable basic structure of the Department of Agri- 
culture. Such action would be contrary to the recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission and inconsistent with the desirable provisions 
of section 5 of the proposed bill. 

Senator McCarruy. May I interrupt you for just a moment? 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. According to your understanding, section 8 
accomplishes what purpose ? 

Mr. Baker. Section 8, sir? 

Senator McCarruy. Yes, the one you were referring to at the top 
of page 8 of your testimony. 

Mr. Baxer. The effect of section 8, as we interpret it, is that it 
would eliminate the automatic appropriation of customs receipts. 

Senator McCarrny. I see. 

Mr. Baxer. And it would substitute for that the authorization of 
Congress annually to make an appropriation, if it came out that 
way. 

Senator McCarruy. Yes, thank you. 

Mr. Baxer. Farmers Union agrees with the Hoover Commission 
recommendation included in section 5. It would be unwise to tie 
the hands of the Secretary of Agriculture in any such rigid manner 
as spelled out in section 6. 

Regardless of the merits or disadvantages of the structure that 
would be created by section 6, as compared with the present organiza- 
tion of the Department, such rigidity would be unwise. In this 
period of world and national emergency none of us can predict with 
clear certainty what needs and problems tomorrow might bring. It 
would be unwise to take the risk that we may set up a rigid structure 
today that may be completely unworkable in the face of tomorrow’s 
problems and circumstances. 

This is another place where S. 1149 departs in a very significant 
way from the recommendations of the Hoover Commission, and even 
its task force report. The recommendations of both the Commission 
and the task force that there be an Agricultural Extension Service 
has been modified to make this agency an Agriculture Consultation 
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Service. When we inquired of the secretary of the Citizens Com- 
mittee supporting the Hoover Commission proposals as to the sig- 
nificance of this change, he very frankly said that it is intended to 
divide the functions of the Farmers Home Administration between 
this new Consultation Service, built around Extension Service, and 
the Farm Credit Administration. ; 

Congress, by the enactment of the Farmers Home Administration 
Act of 1946, decided that this agency, which provides a unique service 
based upon the inclusion of credit and education in a single package, 
should be a separate agency of the Department. I am sure that most 
of the members of this committee are aware of the great success of 
this agency in aiding disadvantaged farmers to become efficient pro- 
ducers who now contribute enormously ot our food requirements. 
The record of loan repayments bespeaks the succees of the ee 
And there is still a tremendous job to be done in this field. The report 
of Senator Sparkman’s Committee on Underemployment in Agricul- 
ture points out not only the need for the program to aid under- 
employed farm families, but the great opportunity which exists 
among disadvantaged farmers of the Nation to increase food and 
fiber production to meet mobilization and, if need be, war require- 
ments. 

We are certain that there would be a great loss in the effectiveness 
of the Farmers Home Administration program if its two main fea- 
tures—loans and technical assistance—were split apart. We cannot 
see any offsetting gain even in terms of some small economy in Govern- 
ment costs. Extension Service workers today complain, justifiably, 
that they are overloaded with work in their field. They do not have 
the spare time to take on a new program. If the work of Farmers 
Home Administration were split apart with Farm Credit Administra- 
tion making loans to disadvantaged farmers, and the follow-up con- 
sultation and technical assistance loaded on the Extension Service, it 
could only mean that additional personnel would have to be employed 
both by Farm Credit Administration and the Extension Service, 
probably in excess of present Farmers Home Administration 
personnel. 

This proposal consequently seems to us not to be a matter of ef- 
ficiency or economy, but a matter of substantive policy. The issue 
was threshed out during consideration of the Farmers Home Admin- 
istration Act of 1946. Perhaps there is a desire to thresh it out again. 
There appears to be a growing opposition on the part of some farm 
organization leaders to the encouragement of family-type agriculture 
in America, and perhaps it would be well to go before the appropriate 
policy committee of the Congress and determine if the majority in 
Congress want to continue or to split up and make less effective this 
agency which has strengthened and saved hundreds of thousands of 
family-type farms. I do not believe that the Congress would so de- 
cide. But certainly the issue should be met openly in policy discus- 
sion. Such a basic policy matter should not be decided in a reorgani- 
zation bill. 

For these reasons, Farmers Union urges the enactment of section 5 
and the elimination of section 6 of the proposed bill. 
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EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES SHOULD NOT BB REQUIRED TO RUN ERRANDS FOR 
ACTION AGENCIES 


Subsection (a) (2) of section 2 should be rewritten to read : 
follows: 


(2) The utilization of the Extension Service and Vocational Agricultural 
Education Service by the Department of Agriculture, as the agencies for con- 
ducting basic agricultural education programs of the Department for farmers 
and the public through established channels. 

Farmers Union has a very high regard for basic agricultural edu- 

cation, both that carried out by the Extension Service and that con- 
ducted by the vocational agric ‘ulture teachers. We view with grave 
misgivings the language in this subsection that would require these 
educational agencies to start performing information, promotional, 
and administrative chores for the regulatory and action agencies of 
the Department. We believe that it would be a wrong principle of 
Government to require an educational agency, which should be free 
and untrammeled, to undertake to become the public-relations arm 
of regulatory and action programs. The present wording of this 
paragraph would make an.extremely unwise assignment of such func- 
tions to educational agencies. Such action could have no other result 
than to lower the quality and endanger the unbiased nature of their 
educational work. 

But this is not all. Both vocational education and Extension Serv- 
ice are, by law, not under the direct legal supervision of the depart- 
ment, nor of any of its agencies. Since ‘this is true, the other agencies 
of the Department would be unable to insure that the programs as- 
signed to them by the Secretary under laws passed by Congress would 
be correctly and accurately explained to farmers and the general pub- 
lic. If a State extension director should decide not to partic ipate in 
explaining, for example, the Soil Conservation Service program in his 
State, the fine service of this agency would be effectively denied to the 
farmers of that State. 

Farmers Union agrees generally with the recommendations in- 
cluded in the 1948 report of the Joint Committee on Extension Poli- 
cies, Programs, and Goals. Only basically educational functions 
should be assigned to the Extension Service, and we would broaden 
this principle to urge its application to vocational agricultural edu- 
cation. 

As now written subsection 2a (2) would, for example, require 
Extension Service to prepare and distribute Forest Service fire- 
prevention posters. We just do not believe that a requirement of this 
type would make good sense. 

I might say that this was written sometime before we heard the tes- 
timony of the gentleman who just preceded me. It is just a coinci- 
dence that we have both used the same ex: unple. 

This very problem was studied by an eminent joint commission 
composed of five men appointed by then Secretary of Agriculture 
Clinton P. Anderson, now a Member of the Senate, and five men 
appointed by the Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Universi- 
ties. The land-grant colleges and universities were represented by 
Walter C. Coffey, president emeritus of the University of Minnesota; 
President ae L.. Donovan of the University of Kentucky, Presi- 
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dent John A. Hannah of Michigan State College, Chancelor John 
R. Hutcheson of Virginia Polytechnic Institute, and Dean H. P. 
Rusk, dean and director of the College of Agriculture at the Univer- 
sitv of Illinois. Dean Rusk succeeded Roy H. Green, president of 
Colorado A. and M., as a member of the Commission upon President 
Green's death. 

In its report filed in August 1948, this Commission was unanimous 
on this matter of appropriate functions for the Extension Service. 
Although Dean Rusk entered a lone dissent from the committee's 
otherwise unanimous report that the Farm Bureau and the Extension 
Service should be separated, he made no dissent to the quotations from 
the part of the report which 1 now read: 


The importance of this educational activity [of Extension Service] is such 
that, except in cases of extreme urgency, only basically educational functions 
should be assigned to the Cooperative Extension Service. Any other assign- 
ments tend to confuse and weaken the educational effort. * * * 

* * * QObviously, agencies responsible for conducting such [operating] pro- 
grams must have authority to publish information about the programs and the 
basic facts regarding them, as well as authority to publish the rules and regula- 
tions involved and to explain their meaning. While the operating agency is 
primarily responsible for this type of information, the Extension Service is re- 
sponsible for extending this information in appropriate ways. But the Extension 
Service must respect the responsibility of the operating agency for the rules and 
their interpretation and the facts on which they are based. 

* * * Tf a particular State college in any instance is unable or unwilling 
to participate in any such program which the Congress has directed the Depart- 
ment to provide, the Department should proceed to carry out the program in 
that State without a cooperative arrangement with the college. 


Mr. Chairman, it seems to us that these quotations should make it 
clear that the land-grant colleges and universities—the institutions in 
which our State extension services exist—do not want their educa- 
tional functions corrupted with operating or action-program respon- 
sibilities. 

With the exception of Dean Rusk, they have asked that they be set 
free from Farm Bureau Federation ties. An investigation of this 
Commission’s report, and actions of the Association of Land-Grant 
Colleges and Universities, reflect a persistent adherence in recent years 
to advice which former Federal Extension Director Crocheron gave 
to the association at its convention a decade ago. He said: 


Meanwhile, Extension finds itself in a weak position. During this and pre- 
vious administrations, it has acted as choreboy for the Federal Government 
and for the farmers’ organizations. Those who believed that this policy would 
bring to Extension vast resources and power have been mistaken. * * * It 
must be plain to all those concerned that for the Extension Service to be a 
choreboy for other bureaus is not enough. Extension needs a program of its 
own which shall become its first and largest duty. Unless Extension is again 
willing to consider itself an educational institution and to employ its agents as 
teachers, rather than administrators, then, Extension will in the long run lose its 
charter to some other agency, which will pick up the task we very weakly laid 
down. From the earliest beginnings, the American people have continued to 
support education in all of its many branches. Other plans and methods for 
human advancement have had various careers. Many proposed methods for 
Government salvation have passed away. Meanwhile, however, education has 
continued to go forward, occupying a larger place in the Nation during each 
generation. 

Fortunately, among all the services it has rendered to other agencies, public 
and private, Extension has never totally lost sight of its original purpose. From 
that purpose, it has been largely diverted, but after a quarter of a century the 
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accomplishments to which Extension points with pride are the results of its 
educational program. 

The charter of Extension is plain. It is the discovery and diffusion of 
knowledge to which Extension is dedicated. We need to return to the field 
of human advancement and, with a dynamic program of rural education, turn 
our forces again toward the field for which we were intended. 

We feel that it would be a very great mistake to force upon the 
Extension Service functions which they do not want, as is proposed 
in S. 1149 both in regard to informational programs and in regard 
to the so-called consultation service. 

The pressure to put more prerogatives and power in this educa- 
tional agency does not come trom within the Extension Service nor 
its parent educational institutions. Instead, we find the overwhelm- 
ing majority of them resisting chores, and actually pleading before 
this Congress for freedom from the organizational ties which ogee 
them to be choreboys for noneducz tional organizations and agencies 


SECRETARIAL MEMO 1278 COMMENDED 


Paragraph 2a (5) (A) on page 3, lines 5 through 10, is practically 
meaningless as now written. Vocational agricultural teachers are 
under the direction of local school boards; Extension agents are 
cooperative State-Federal-local employees; production-credit asso- 
ciations, national farm- loan associations, rural electrification coopera- 
tives, and other farmer cooperatives are private business concerns, 
owned and controlled by farmer-patron members. Only the Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration, Farmers Home Administra- 
tion, and Soil Conservation Service have direct Federal employees 
in county offices. 

L have already commented on the status of Farmers Home Admin- 
istration, 

Closer coordination of SCS and PMA was attended to by the issu- 
ance of Secretarial Memorandum 1278 (see p. 344) setting up a close 
integration of the conservation programs of the Department. Inte- 
gration and coordination, not complete merger, is the proper criterion, 

‘armers Union also wishes to commend the Department for putting 
into motion in Memorandum 1278 an activity that will result in pro- 
viding one-stop service to farmers locating all Department agencies 
ina single county office building. 

The councils provided in paragraph 2 a (5) (B) have been a part 
of USDA organization for nearly 10 years; during World War II 
as the State and County Agricultural War Boards, Jater as the State 
and County USDA councils. Since Februar y 1951, the principle has 
been incorporated in the State and County Agricultural Mobiliza- 
tion Committees. Farmers Union supports ‘paragraph 2 2 (a) (5) (B) 
if it would not require the establishment of another council in addi- 
tion to the already existing State and county agricultural mobilization 
committees. 


USDA SHOULD HAVE FOUR ASSISTANT SECRETARIES 


Farmers Union approves section 3 of this bill except that three 
additional Assistant Secretaries rather than one should be authorized. 
Such a number of secretarial level officials have already been, for rea- 
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sons of ‘effective administration, provided to every other Department 
of the Federal Government and should be authorized for the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for the same good reasons. 


WE APPROVE PUTTING AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS IN THE DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


‘armers Union approves the action that would be directed by sec- 
tion 7, subsection (a) to transfer vocational agricultural education 
and the functions of the Bureau of Land Management (except mining 
and minerals) to the Department of Agriculture for reasons I have 
stated earlier. 

However, we cannot approve the last sentence of this subsection— 
lines 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 on page 7 of S. 1149. Soil conservation 
Service operates some five or six action-type programs. They build 
dams, drainageways, make flood-control surveys, and do many other 
action-type jobs. To put SCS in the same agency with Extension 
Service and vocational agricultural education would be to load these 
educational agencies with specific action jobs so large that it would 

change completely their basic educational nature. 

Nor do we agree that vocational agriculture education should be 
combined into the same ageney with ‘Extension Service. The voca- 
tional-agriculture work should be conducted, as presented elsewhere 
in the proposed bill, through existing channels. Coordination of the 
Department’s research and educational activities ean best be done by 
assigning this responsibility to one of the additional Assistant Sec- 
retaries. 

Farmers Union urges that basic research be in research agency, 
that all research be conducted as near as possible to the services it 
supports, and that basic educational activities be kept free from en- 
tangling responsibilities to action and regulatory programs as well as 
to private farm organizations. 

While we are not in a position to comment in deail, we know of 
no reason to object to subsections 7 (b) through 7 (1). 

We recommend that the words “with established pactice” be omitted 
from subsection 7 (j). We are not at all sure that our generation has 
already discovered the best of all possible teaching practices. More- 
over, we doubt that the teacher-training techniques we use now are 
so good that they can never be improved. We are afraid that the 
inclusion of the words “with established practice” might bar desirable 
improvements in the vocational agricultural work. 

Section 7, providing for transfer of vocational agricultural educa 
tion and Bureau of Land Management to the Department of Agricul- 
ture. 

We have eine: recommended language for a provision that 
should be included in S, 1149. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I appreciate the 
courtesy you have shown in allowing me to present, in detail, the 
position of the Farmers Union on the different section of S. 1149. 

Thank you very much. 

The CHarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Baker. We are sorry 

Mr. Patton was unable to be here, and we are ver y glad to have this 
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very comprehensive statement of the Farmers Union, and we are 
glad to have had you present. 

Are there any questions? If not, thank you very much. 

The committee will recess until 10 o'clock in the morning. 

(Subsequent!y, the following resolutions adopted by the delegates 
attending the twenty-first annual convention of the Wisconsin Farmers 
Union in Eau Claire, Wis., February 16-18, 1951, were submitted for 
the record :) 


DIVORCEMENT OF EXTENSION SERVICE FROM PRIVATE FARM ORGANIZATIONS 


Whereas tax money in a number of States has been used by the Extension 
Service in the building of a private farm organization ; and 

Whereas the Farmers Union believes that it is not a sound policy and that 
private farm organizations should finance their own organizational and opera- 
tion programs: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we, the delegates attending the twenty-first annual convention 
of the Wisconsin Farmers Union, meeting in Eau Claire, Wis., February 16-18, 
1951, do hereby go on record in favor of Federal legislation to divorce the 
Extension Service from private farm organizations where financial support is 
now being given; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to our congressional 
Representatives with the petition that they support such legislation. 


CONSERVATION AND THE Hoover REPoR' 


Whereas there have been conflicting recommendations from the several Hoover 
Commission task forces dealing with the reorganization of Federal agencies ; and 

Whereas the so-called Acheson-Pollock-Rowe minority report comes closest to 
achieving the most orderly arrangement for Federal conservation agencies and 
programs: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we, the delegates attending the twenty-first annual conven- 
tion of the Wisconsin Farmers Union, meeting in Eau Claire, Wis., February 
16-18, 1951, go on record to urge both President Truman and the Congress to 
approve the so-called minority report which specifically recommends : 

1. The establishment of a Water Policy Review Board at the President's 
level to screen any and all water projects eminating from the various bureaus. 

2. The establishment of a Department of Natural Resources which will in- 
clude all public-land and water-conservation functions now scattered in several 
departments, specifically the Forest Service now in the Department of Agricul- 
ture, the United States engineers (civil functions) now in the Department of 
Defense, and the existing agencies now included in the Department of the 
Interior. 

3. The establishment of an Agricultural Conservation Service in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to combine the Soil Conservation Service and the Agricul 
tural Conservation Section of the Production and Marketing Administration and 
the farm-forestry program of the United States Forest Service. Retain pres- 
ent committee set-up unchanged ; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to President Truman, Sen- 
ate Committee on Government Reorganization, the Secretary of the Interior, 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Chief of the United States Forest Service, 
and to the Chief of Soil Conservation Service. 


(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., Wednesday, September 5, 1951, the 
hearing was recessed until 10 a. m., Thursday, September 6, 1951.) 
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THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 6, 1951 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES, 
IN THE Execurive DerartMENTs. 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 357, Sen- 
ate Office Building, Hon. John L. McClellan (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators McClellan, O’Conor, Moody, and Dworshak. 

Also present: Senator Aiken; Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk; 
Glenn K. Shriver, Miles Scull, Jr., professional staff members; and 
Ann M. Grickis, assistant chief clerk. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will come to order. We shall re- 
sume hearings this morning on S. 1149. The first witness is the Sec- 
retary of the Interior. Mr. Chapman, the committee is delighted to 
have you as a witness and appreciates your responding to our invita- 
tion to come and discuss this bill. 

I see that you have a prepared statement. You may either place 
it in the record and discuss the high lights of it or read it if you prefer. 
Whichever way you want to present it will be all right. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OSCAR L. CHAPMAN, SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR; ACCOMPANIED BY DALE E. DOTY, ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY; JOHN B. BENNETT, CHIEF OF PROGRAM D“VELOPMENT, 
DIVISION OF LAND UTILIZATION; HERBERT J. SLAUGHTER, 
CHIEF, LEGISLATIVE DIVISION; AND WILLIAM DOUGHERTY, 
DIRECTOR OF INFORMATION 


Secretary CuapmMan, I think I would like to read the statement, Mr. 
Chairman, because I have tried to work into it a sense of continuity, 
and I think that reading it might help to answer some of the ques- 
tions you may want to ask. 

The Charman. All right, Mr. Secretary, you may proceed. 

Secretary Cuarpman. Mr. Chairman, I suppose you, probably more 
than most people, have an understanding of the wide differences of 
opinion that are held by so many people about how to reorganize any 
part of the Government. 

The Cuatrman. We are learning more and more about that all the 
time. 

Secretary Cuarpman. You have had considerable experience in that 
field and understand the wide differences of opinion that are held with 
regard to any part of the Government when one attempts to make 
transfers or exchanges, or to reorganize it in any way. 
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I want to say that I am very pleased to be here to discuss this very 
small part of this bill. S. 1149 deals primarly with the Department 
of Agriculture, and I will not attempt to comment upon the bill other 
than the portion of section 7 which deals principally with the transfer 
of the Bureau of Land Management, or a part of it, from the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

The portion of S. 1149 in which the Department of the Interior is 
vitally interested is that part of section 7 which would transfer to the 
Department of Agriculture all of the functions of the Bureau of Land 
Management except those relating to mining and mineral resources. 

It is my conviction that such a transfer of functions would be most 
unwise. 

At the outset, I would like to stress the point that the question of the 
best organization for the management of the public lands and re- 
sources is a question ‘which transcends the particular matters dealt with 
by S. 1149. That bill is primarly concerned with a proposed internal 
reorganization of the Department of Agriculture. 

I may say, Mr. Chairman, that I would naturally much prefer to 
discuss the reorganization of this type of land management in the 
context of a discussion of the total resource program as such, includ- 
ing public-land matters. It is more difficult to try to discuss one 
feature of that problem alone. So I hope you will bear with me in 
this and not feel that I am imposing upon your time. 

The Cuarrman, I think it is necessary, in order to do an intelligent 
job on this, to go sometimes beyond the main issue and get the back- 
ground and a statement of how these functions are related to others 
that are in that department, and where the chief responsibility hes. 

I can appreciate that we can easily disorganize as well as reorganize 
if we are not careful and do not take the full scope of the matters 
involved into consideration. 

Secretary CuapMan. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMAn. We shall be elad to hear you, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary CHapman. This bill deals only incidentally and only 
fragmentarily with the problems of public-land and resource man- 
agement. Those problems cannot be ac equately appraised on a piece- 
meal basis and should be dealt with in legislation separate from S. 1149. 

The point I have just mentioned is borne out by the tenor of the 
testimony already submitted to this committee. My reading of the 
statements presented by the supporters of S. 1149 indicates that almost 
all of their attention has been devoted to the internal organization of 
the Department of Agriculture, rather than to the proper depart- 
mental location of public-land-management functions. Apparently 
no witness preceding me has gone into this latter question from the 
viewpoint of over-all gov ernmental or ganization. 

And yet this viewpoint is obviously the one that should be con- 
trolling in determining the proper placement of the functions now 
exercised by the Bureau of Land M: unagement. 

As you know, the Hoover Commission and its task forces on agri- 
culture and natural resources strongly favored consolidating in one 
department the management of the lands now under the jurisdiction 
of the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management, but the 
two task forces and the members of the Commission itself were di- 
vided in their conclusions on where the consolidation should be effected. 
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The task force on agriculture and the Commission majority favored 
the Department of Agriculture. The task force on natural resources 
and a minority of the Commission favored a Department of Natural 
Resources. 

I firmly believe that a transfer of the functions of the Bureau of 
Land Management to the Department of Agriculture would be a step 
backward. Such a transfer would result in a poorer rather than a 
better integration of Government functions. 

Progress toward achieving sound organization in the natural- 
resources field seems to me to lie in the direction of a Department of 
Natural Resources and not in the direction of splitting up natural- 
resource management functions among several executive departments. 

The Hoover Commission in recommendation No. 12, in its report 
on general management of the executive branch, states : 

The numerous agencies of the executive branch must be grouped into depart 
ments as nearly as possible by major purposes in order to give a coherent 
mission to each department. 

That, I agree with completely. 

The minority report proposing reorganization of the Department 
of the Interior as a Department of Natural Resources declares— 
the entire trend of Government organization has soundly taken the 


organization by “major purpose.” Government must 
purposes for which functions are performed. 


direction of 
organize to achieve the 


The recommendation in the majority report for a transfer of the 
Bureau of Land Management to the Department of Agriculture, in 
my Opinion, departs from the sound principle of organization by 
major purposes, a principle on which the whole Commission apparent- 
ly agreed. 

The Department of the Interior, as it exists today, is an aaa y 
whose principal functions are directed to the conservation and de 
velopment of the natural resources in Federal ownership or control. 

From the beginning the Department has contained as two of its 
major components the Bureau of Indian Affairs, a large land-manage- 
ment agency, and the General Land Office, the original custodian of 
the public domain. 

As the responsibilities of the Federal Government for conserva- 
tion and development of the Nation’s resources expanded, there were 
organized in the Department successively the Geological Survey, the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the Bureau of Mines, the National Park Serv- 
ice, and the Grazing Service, which was later consolidated with the 
General Land Office into the Bureau of Land Management. 

The national forest reservations authorized by Congress in 1891 
were set aside from the public domain largely on the basis of surveys 
by the Geological Survey, and their administration was first assigned 
to the General Land Office. 

Although the national forests were transferred to the Forest Service 
of the Department of Agriculture in 1905, the Department of the 
Interior has continued to administer extensive areas of public and 
Indian forest lands. 

In 1939 the Biological Survey and the Bureau of Fisheries, both 
concerned with management of natural resources, were transferred to 
the Department of the Interior from Agriculture and Commerce, 
respectively. 
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In 1940 these two bureaus were combined to form the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. At about the same time several activities of the 
Department which did not relate to natural resources were trans- 
ferred to other agencies. 

The definite purpose of these 1939 and 1940 reorganizations was 
a more positive integration of natural-resources management under 
a single department having such management as its chief duty. 

Through this process o * governmental evolution, the Department 
of the Interior has gradually become the major center for Federal 
programs having to ‘do with the conservation and utilization of our 
natural resources. These responsibilities have been placed upon the 
Department in response to the growing public needs for protection 
and development of these resources. I believe that this sound progress 
in unifying natural-resource respons sibilities should be continued, 
instead of being disrupted in the manner proposed by section 7 of 
S. 1149. 

The enactment of that section would not carry forward the Hoover 
Commission concept of organization by major purposes. On the con- 
trary, it would produce greater rather than less dispersion of the re- 
sponsibility for management of the natural resources belonging to 
the people of the Nation. 

Enactment of this measure would cut off management of the surface 
resources on a major segment of the public domain from other aspects 
of natural-resources administration. 

It would continue and intensify the present division of responsi- 
bility for the administration of grazing lands, as the public domain 
grazing districts would be consolidated with the national forests in 
the Department of Agriculture, while the grazing resources of the 
Indian lands and wildlife refuges would be retained in the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

Section 7 also would adversely affect the administration of the na- 
tional parks and monuments, the wildlife refuges, and the Indian 
lands, since the Bureau of Land Management performs various sur- 
vey, title, and other services that are important to the good manage- 
ment of these lands. 

Similarly, section 7 would make more difficult the achievement of 
sound water-resource programs by divorcing the watershed protec- 
tion work of the Bureau of Land Management from the water devel- 
opment and use activities of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The Department of the Interior is, and always has been, the prin- 
cipal arm of the Federal Government for administration of the public 
domain. Through several agencies, of which the Bureau of Land 
Management is only one, the Department now manages about 591,000,- 
000 acres in the continental United States and Alaska. Approxi- 
mately 481,000,000 acres are handled by the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment. 

The remainder dncludes 22,000,000 acres in the national park sys- 
tem: 14,000,000 acres in reclamation withdrawals: 60,000,000 acres of 
Indian lands; and 14,000,000 acres in wildlife refuges, a total of ap- 
proxim: ately 110,000,000 acres. 

These latter areas would continue as a responsibility of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior even if the Bureau of Land Management were 
transferred elsewhere. 
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The lands now administered by the Department of Agriculture 
consist of about 181,000,000 acres in national forests, and about 7,000,- 
600 acres in land-utilization projects. 

All of the public lands contain in varying degree the same forest, 
range, wildlife, watershed, recreational, and mineral values. Any 
measure which would tend to divide further the responsibility for the 
various uses of these lands is plainly undesirable. 

From a practical standpoint, a particularly unworkable feature of 
section 7 is that it would separate responsibility for the mineral re- 
sources in the public lands from the responsibility for the surface re- 
sources of these lands. The mineral resources of the lands adminis- 
tered by the Bureau of Land Management are a primary element of 
their value. 

Placing surface administration of the public domain in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and minerals administration for the same areas 
in the Department of the Interior, would be a real obstacle to effective 
management of the minerals as well as of the surface. It would 
necessitate innumerable separate interde partinent: al transactions an- 
nually, any one of which might develop into a major issue, and would 
create an intolerable situation in public land management. 

Moreover, if the responsibility for minerals management and dis- 
posal were separated from the responsibility for surface resources, 
costly duplication of records and numerous opportunities for error 
would be inevitable. 

Adoption of this proposal would create anew, and in greatly exag- 
gerated form, the numerous difficulties encountered when responsi- 
bility for disposal and management of the public domain was divided 
between the grazing Service and the General Land Office in the De- 
partment of the Interior. It was to overcome similar, but much less 
aggravated difficulties, that these two bureaus were combined in 1946, 
to form the Bureau of Land Management. 

In at least one respect section 7 appears to depart from the recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission majority report on the De- 
partment of the Interior. This report indicates that the functions of 
the Mineral Resources Services in the reorganized Department of the 
Interior were intended to include the: 


administration of mineral leases, title records, and reservations. 


It is, of course, necessary to have status and patent records in order 
to determine the availability of lands for the issuance of mineral 
leases and mining patents under the general mining laws. Since the 
existing public land title records are physic: ally ine ‘apable of division 
into mineral and nonmineral records, the provision in section 7 for the 
transfer of public land records to the Rtcetinen) of Agriculture 
would result in acute administrative problems. 

These problems, moreover, would not be restricted to mineralized 
areas. The administration of reclamation withdrawals, national 
parks and monuments, wildlife refuges, and Indian lands requires 
constant access to the public land records. 

Were such records lodged in the Department of Agriculture, ex- 
pensive duplication of record keeping, or an exceptionally large num- 
ose of transactions between the two departmens, would. be required. 
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Clearly, neither the ends of efficiency nor economy would be served by 
such an arrangement. 

These specific deficiencies of section 7 are nothing more than the 
inevitable consequences of an attempt to disperse responsibility for 
management of the public domain among two or more departments. 
They point up the fact that the management of the public lands and 
ni tural resources in Federal ow nership and control constitutes a 

“major purpose” of Government in the Hoover Commission sense. 

This group of closely related functions is a major purpose separate 
and distinct from the major purpose of the Department of Agricul- 
ture, whose general function is to service farmers in order that more 
food and fiber can be produced on farms. 

A fallacious, but frequently used, argument is that grazing users 
of the public lands, being ranchers, are ‘clients of the Department of 
Agriculture. Ranchers Tes make wide use of the public lands in graz- 
ing districts, as well as of the national forests. But the use of public 
lands for grazing by farmers and stockmen in the West does not con- 
stitute a valid argument for administration of these lands by the De- 
partment of Agriculture. The fact is that public lands have numerous 

values other than those for grazing and that these values in the ag- 
gregate are much greater than the grazing values. 

For example, the annual revenues of the Department of the Interior 
from mineral leasing on the public lands in 1950 exceeded $29 million, 
while its revenues from grazing on the public lands were only about 
$1,200,000. 

These public lands are also in great demand over wide areas for 
residence, recreation, health, and business sites. They have substan- 
tial public values in the wildlife for which they produce a habitat. 
They are a chief source of the water supplies on which wide areas of 
our Nation are vitally dependent. It must never be overlooked that 
the stream flow and ground water originating on the public lands is 
of tremendous importance for hydroelec tric power, for municipal and 
industrial water supplies, and for irrigation. 

While the water resources of the public lands have been only par- 
tially developed, these resources are a substantial factor in making 
possible the reclamation and other developments from which the De- 
partment of the Interior derived almost $60 million in power revenues 
during 1950, in addition to the revenues derived from water supplied 
for irrigation and domestic use. 

The administration of public resources with such multiple values 
does not properly belong in a department whose major interest other- 
wise is in serving a single group of the population, the farmers. 

The minority ‘members of the Hoover Commission, in arguing for 
the establishment of a Department of Natural Resources, aptly state: 

The Department of Ariculture’s functions are conservation and production of 
food and fiber through guidance and service to private farm operators. It is a 
department of farms. 


Then they point out that— 


The Secretary of Agriculture, with a huge department to manage and with a 
different primary concern, cannot be expected to give representation of the kind 
needed with respect to resource development programs which already total more 
than $1,000,000,000 annually. Resource development programs need direct rep- 
resentation at the Cabinet level. 
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The Department of Agriculture, apart from the Forest Service and the tem- 
porary submarginal land activity of the Soil Conservation Service, is not a 
management agency, but a servicing agency. Its traditional concept and pattern 
of organiaztion are such as to provide services to its clientele and not to manage 
the resource itself. 

These comments indicate how widely the functions of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture differ from those of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment. 

Finally, I feel that I need to refer to an argument which, although 
it has no relevancy at all to the problem before you, is, nevertheless, 
sometimes resorted to by proponents of a transfer of the Bureau of 
Land Management to the Department of Agriculture. That argument 
is that the Department of the Interior is not as well fitted generally to 
manage the public lands as is the Department of Agriculture. 

This argument is too fantastic to merit serious discussion, for the 


conservation records of both the Department of Agriculture and the 


Department of the Interior have been outstanding. Unfortunately, 
however, there appears to be a sufficient number of persons who are 
misinformed as to the conservation athievements of the De »partment 
of the Interior so that this argument can be used with some effect. It 
is for this reason that I am forced to refer to it. 

The “catch phrase” nature of the arguments that are customarily 
used to support a transfer of the Bureau of Land Management to the 
Department of Agriculture plainly indicates the shallowness of their 
foundation. The really substantial considerations, some of which I 
have already mentioned, unequivocally lead to an opposite conclusion. 

The Hoover Commission report on the Department of Agriculture 
specifically describes the major objective of that Department as being 
to promote the national welfare through an improved economic and social status 
for the farm home and the farm life. 

The majority report of the Commission on the Interior Department, 
however, fails to recognize that the objective of our national policy in 
the field of public land management is to conserve and utilize our 
publicly owned resources for the benefit of the people .s a whole, and 
is not to provide service to a particular industry, however large and 
important that industry may be. 

Apparently in consequence of this oversight, the majority report 
relegates natural resources to a secondary position. 

In my opinion, the dissenting commissioners, in common with, 
the task force on natural resources, stood on far firmer ground in argu- 
ing against the proposed transfer of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment because it would weaken the natural resource organization of 
the Government. 

In so contending, they logically and, indeed, inevitably, stressed 
the necessity for the existence of an executive department, indepe ne 
dent of the producer interest in agriculture, whose “major purpose” 
would be the conservation, dev elopment, and use of our natural re- 
sources in the public interest. 

The Department of the Interior is, as I have pointed out, already 
a department with such a major purpose. In the interest of sound 
management of our natural resources, it should be strengthened, not 
dismembered. Its full recognition as a Department of Natural Re- 
sources, along the general lines proposed by the minority report of 
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the Hoover Commission, would eliminate much of the confusion and 
inefficiency which stem from the present partial dispersion of federal 
responsibilities for natural resources, and would also facilitate the 
development and evaluation of integrated resource policies and pro- 
grams. 

For proper handling of the single indivisible subject of the con- 
servation, development, and use of our public resources an agency 
whose objectives are centered on natural resources administration 
is essential. Its functions, rather than its name, are what counts. A 
single department charged with the administration of all, or sub- 
stantially all, the natural resources in the hands of the public could 
relate each part of the resource problem to the others, and could de- 
velop all of these resources together. 

The obvious benefits of having natural resources administered in 
one department include uniformity of administrative policies and 
regulations, facilitation of a program to eliminate conflicts of laws, 
changes in boundaries of administrative units to reduce costs of ad- 
ministration, and simplification of dealings with the public. 

Transfer of some or all of the functions of the Bureau of Land 
Management to the Department of Agriculture would not help in any 
way to provide the benefits I have just mentioned, On the contrary, 
such a transfer would be a step backward in that it would bring about 
a greater dispersion of resource management functions than now 
exists. 

This dispersion would hamper the execution of the land conserva- 
tion and utilization programs established by the Congress, and would 
make these programs less effective. 

For these reasons, I urge that the provisions relating to the Bureau 
of Land Manayrement be omitted from S. 1149. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Secretary, I think that is a very forceful 
argument from the point of view of the De ‘partment of the Interior, 
with which I am not at the moment disagreeing. It is a matter of 
study for me, although I served on the Hoover Commission where we 
sometimes had to make decisions without all of the information that 
might have been needed.’ They constituted recommendations for 
study as I accepted them, at least. 

There is one thing that has been presented here since these hearings 
started, a condition which has developed particularly out in the far 
West and Oregon where you have a checkerboard situation of respon- 
sibility as between the Department of Agriculture, the Forest Service, 
and the Department of the Interior. 

Secretary CHapMan. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Now, that presents a condition that should be cor- 
rected in some way. Assuming that we strike section 7 from the 
bill, what would be your suggestion as to how that condition might 
be remedied? It is'a condition that should be remedied obvious ly. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Yes. I assume you are referring, Senator, to 
the area known as the revested Oregon and California Railroad grant 
lands. This area contains about 2,600,000 acres of very fine timber- 
land, probably the finest stand on public land anywhere. 

Our revenues last year from the sales of timber on that land were 
about $4 million, in round figures. 
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- You are familiar with the history of how that land came into 
public ownership. A portion of the area, but by no means all of it, 
is in controversy between Agriculture and Interior as to who has 
the general responsibility for administration of the land. There 
is an agreement between the two oO at the moment as to 
the management of that part of the land that is in controversy. Over 
the rest of it there is no controversy as to title and jurisdiction and 
management. 

Mr. iH that is an illustration of why I said in the very 
beginning that I dislike very much to try to discuss piecemeal one 
section of the public land problem, as I have the fundamental belief 
that all public lands ought to be in some one department. 

Now, bear this in mind: The lifetime of a public official is very 
short compared with the lifetime of a department, and it is not per- 
sonal with me in any sense of the word what department these func- 
tions may be placed in. But it is important, I feel, for the future, 
that we try to place them in some centralized agency that has as 
its general purpose the administration of public lands. 

I do not think you could accuse the Secretary of Agriculture or the 
Secretary of the Interior of being personal in this matter in any 
sense. I hope no one would, because I have the greatest regard and 

respect for the Secretary of Agriculture, and I am sure that he would 
not have any personal feelings about this kind of thing. He would 
want it handled in the way that the people feel is the best for 
management. 

I have long had a feeling that all public land matters should be 
handled in one department. That is why it is difficult to single out 
here just the Bureau of Land Management. I do not know how far 
you wish to go into the broader subject of public land administration. 

I think we are doing a good management job on the forest land 
that we have in the Interior Departme nt. Not only do our revenues 
show that, but also I think the policies we have established will show 
you that we are doing a good management job. 

The CHamman. Would you think that the public lands under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture now should be trans- 
ferred back to the Department of the Interior? I am not speaking 
of the Forest Service as a service agency for private ownership, but 
of that part of the lands which is now public domain and is under 
the Department of Agriculture in forests. 

Do you think that land should be transferred back to the Bureau 
of Land Management ? 

Secretary CHapman. Well, I do not like to make a claim 

The CuHairman. We are trying to find out what you think. 

Secretary CHapmMan. I do not like to ask for it or to say that I 
want to have it Nays | from the jurisdiction of another 
department. 

The CHarmman. Well, I am not asking you whether you want it. 
As vou said, it is not personal. 

Secretary Cuapman. In the first place, I think the Forest Service 
people are doing an excellent job of land management. I think they 
are doing a top- notch job in land management: I really do. 

The CuHarrman. Do you think the public thinks that generally / 
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Secretary Cuapman. Yes, I think so. Of course, any agency finds 
itself in disagreement with a lot of people about almost everything it 
administers, ‘but I think that in general the Forest Services is doing 
an excellent job. I would not want to advocate the transfer of it back, 
unless we are talking about the total picture of public land manage- 
ment. 

The Carman. I believe that in this reorganization we should be 
talking about the whole public resource picture and should be think- 
ing of it. I think you have presented a marvelous statement in your 
approach to it. We have a condition here that should not be permitted 
to continue. 

Secretary CuarpMan. I agree with you. I do not think it should. 

The CuamrmMan. We are Tooking for a solution to that. 

Secretary Cuarman. The transfer of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement would, of course, only emphasize the problem instead of solv- 
ing it. 

The Cuatmrman. I want to get back to one other thing that you 
mentioned. 

Under this transfer you would still retain jurisdiction of the min- 
erals and other resources below the surface of the ground ? 

Secretary Cuapman. Yes. 

The CHarrman. If the transfer were made ? 

Secretary CuapMan. Yes, under this bill, we would. 

The Cuatrman. As I understood you, you now keep all of the rec- 
ords on these lands, and while you might transfer the lands, you could 
not transfer the records without taking the records of your depart- 
ment relating to other resources of which you would still retain juris- 
diction; is that correct? 

Secretary Cuapman. Those would be title and status records. Sen- 
ator. It would be impossible to separate from the surface title and 
mineral title records, without duplicating the records. 

The CuarrMan. In your view, would that require, or necessitate, 
the setting up of another set of records in the Department of Agricul- 
ture, or in your department ? 

Secretary CuapmMan. You would either have to set up a new set of 
records completely, or you would have to assign a large number of 
employees from the Department of the Interior to work in the De- 
partment of Agriculture records room. These employees would have 
to copy the pertinent information from those records day by day, just 
as the Department of Agriculture does today for the limited number 
of records in which it is interested. The Forest Service now has three 
persons working in the Department of the Interior checking the rec- 
ords for the purpose of their program. 

The number of employees engaged in such record checking activities 
would be greatly increased if the situation were reversed, because we 
would have to keep the mineral titles up-to-date for all public lands, 
whereas the Forest Service is only concerned with the national forest 
lands. The transactions affecting those lands are quite limited, since 
they are reserved for particular uses. 

The Cuamman. The principal objective of this reorganization pro- 
gram is to effectuate some economies. 
Secretary CuarmMan. That is right. 
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The Cuarrman. And you think such a transfer would entail in- 
creased expenditures rather than result in more economical manage- 
ment ¢ 

Secretary Cuapman. Senator, to put it most charitably, I do not 
see how it could possibly reduce the costs between the two depart- 
ments of operating the public-lands program. 

The Cuarrman. If it could not possibly reduce them, the chances 
are the costs would be increased ¢ 

Secretary CHarmMan. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. One other thought occurred to me when you were 
speaking about the Department hav ing the responsibility for the con- 
servation of all natural resources. You would not extend that to in- 
clude soil conservation, would you ? 

Secretary CuarmMan. No. Soil conservation on private lands would, 
and should, remain as it is now. 

The Cuarrman. That agency in the Department of Agriculture 
is engaged in a service type of work 2 

Secretary Cuapman. That is right. 

The Cuatrrman. When you spoke of consolidating all of the con- 
servation responsibilities into one department, you did not mean to 
include, of course, the Soil Conservation Service ‘ 

Secretary CuapmMan. My expression there, Senator, is restricted, 
and when I say that we should consolidate those functions dealing 
with the conservation of natural resources, I am thinking and talking 
about those pertaining to public lands, as distinguished from private 
lands. 

You have a lot of private forests in this country that are not on 


public lands. There is probably a larger acreage in private forests 
than in public forests. 

The Cuarrman. I should like to refer to one sentence in your pre- 
pared statement. You say: 


The enactment of this measure would cut off management of the surface re- 
sources on a major segment of the public domain from other aspects of natural 


resources administration. 

Secretary Cuarman. That is right. 

The Cuamaan. In other words, you feel that instead of a con- 
resolidation, actually we are attempting to disperse or separate 
responsibility. 

Secretary CuapmMan. That is right. You would be making the pub- 
lic, whoever it may be, go to two separate departments to get full 
knowledge about the same acre of ground. 

The Cuarrman. And that has pretty strong appeal to the citizens 
who rent or lease parts of the public domain for grazing, and purposes 
such as that. That responsibility now is separated, and those people 
have to go to your agencies for some of the leases, and have to go to 
the Department of Agric ‘ulture for others. 

Secretary CoapMan. That is right. 

I recall one case in the State of Wyoming where a man in order to 
complete the leasing of the cattle range necessary for his ranch set-up, 
had to go to the Department of Agriculture to get his summer range 
lease and to the Department of the Interior for his winter range lease. 
I recall that case in particular because the man was irritated about it. 

As a matter of fact, this dual leasing is a common practice because 
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practically all the land available for grazing under Interior jurisdic- 
tion is of the winter-range type. Many of the ranchers who use this 
land also have national forest permits to run cattle on the summer 
‘ange, which is situated mostly in the mountainous areas of the na- 
tional forests. 

The CuatrMan. I was impressed and somewhat disappointed— 
maybe I expected too much—with one statement, or rather, one factual 
report, contained in your statement, and that is that you received last 
year only $1,200,000 as revenues from the grazing leases on public 
lands. 

Secretary CuarMan. That is right. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you know “how many acres were under lease? 

Secretary CuapMan. Under the Taylor grazing law, we are limited 
as to the number of acres we can put into the grazing districts. The 
limitation was originally 80 million acres. Subsequently it was in- 
creased to 142 million acres. In addition certain lands outside the 
grazing districts are subject to lease for grazing purposes. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you have substanti: ally all of that under 
grazing ¢ 

Secretary CHaMan. Yes, that is all under grazing. 

The Cuarrman. And yet it only produced revenues of $1,200,000? 

Secretary CuarmMan. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuairman. That is less than a cent per acre. 

Secretary Cuarpman. Mr. Chairman, I wish I could show you some 
colored slides—— 

The CHarmMan. I am just a little surprised that we are battling here 
over 140 million acres of land that will produce only $1,200,000 in 
revenue annually. 

Secretary CHarMAN. With respect to some of that land, Mr. Chair- 
man, you would have to put roller skates on a cow in order to move 
her across enough acres of land for her to get enough to eat. 

The CuarrmMan. That is probably true. 

Secretary CuHapMAN. It is really barren land. 

Now, bear this in mind, the surface value of the grazing district lands 
is not comparable to the surface value of forest lands because the 
latter are higher lands which get more rain, and hence have more 
lush vegetation. 

When you reach the lower and more level areas where the grazing 
districts are situated the land is very dry, and in some places forage 
hardly exists at all. But that Jand has tremendous mineral value, 
and we are just beginning to learn the value of the minerals out there. 
We have barely touched it. 

It is my honest belief we are going to have a tremendous revelation 
in the next 50 years of what those lands are really worth to us in 
minerals, 

The Cuairnman. You mean in natural resources ? 

Secretary Cuapman. In natural resources and taking into account 
the scientific work that is now being done on those lands to determine 
their value. 

[ believe we are going to be in a tremendously encouraging position 
within a few years as we discover the values of those lands in terms 
of minerals. And, while they may never be as valuable for forage 
as forest lands, their forage value can be improved, depending upon 
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good or bad management. Allowing a district to de overgrazed or 
otherwise injured is simply a question of good or bad management. 

The CHarrMan. There is one other question which I would like 
to ask. 

Since these grazing permits produce only $1,200,000 annually, I 
would like to know what is the cost of administering that service. 
I wonder whether we are going into the hole on it. 

Secretary CuarpMan. No; we are not going in the hole on the 
amount spent for actual administration of grazing. That, in general, 
has been kept within the revenues. In the management of those lands 
we have found some areas that were being overgrazed and where 
we had to take some drastic action. In such areas, however, the loss 
of grazing revenues may be overcome by revenues that we get from 
other sources on the same acre of ground. 

The CuairmMan. I understand that there may be other revenues from 
other resourses that makes it profitable to the Government, of course. 

I note that you have $29 million for mineral leases on public lands. 

Secretary CHarMANn. That is right. 

The Cuarmman. Of course, the revenues may fully justify the en- 
tire service you render, but I was just wondering whether, if you 
broke it down and pro rated or apportioned out the cost of adminis- 
tration to the different services and to the different sources of revenues, 
the $1,200,000 received from the grazing leases equaled the cost of 
administration. Certainly there cannot be much profit in it. 

Secretary Cuapman. Senator, I might answer part of your question 
by referring to our budget for this year for the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement which was just passed by the Congress. That covers all of 
the services given by the Bureau of Land Management. The amount 
was only $8,422,000. 

The Cuairman. That is a total of $8,422,000, and we receive reve- 
nues of approximately $30 million from the expenditure of that 
amount ‘ 

Secretary CHapMan. At least that much. 

Now, I want to say to you, if I remember correctly—and this is only 
from memory—that in only 1 year have the revenues from grazing 
been less than the cost of the operation. 

The CramMan. There has been only one such year / 

Secretary Cuapman. If I remember correctly. That is only from 
memory. I think there was 1 year in which the revenues did not quite 
match the cost of the service. 

The Cuarrman. I know that it is not actually a source of revenue 
and profit to the Government, but the facilities that it makes avail- 
able to the citizens engaged in cattle grazing and so forth enables them 
to produce income from which the Government gets some revenues 
which are, of course, not reflected here. 

Secretary CuarmMan,. That is right. 

Of course, I thing that in time there will be an opportunity, Senator, 
for getting a little more revenue out of it than we are now getting. 

The CHamman. I am not criticizing. I am just trying to develop 
whether the service is actually something that amounts to a subsidy 
or whether we are actually getting enough revenues from it to pay 
the expenses of administration. 

Senator O’Conor, any questions ¢ 
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Senator O’Conor. Attendance at another committee prevented my 
hearing the Secretary, but I would like to review his statement very 
fully because I do have such respect for his views. 

The Carman. He has presented an excellent statement, Senator. 

Senator Dworshak? 

Senator Dworsuak. Mr. Secretary, you have made a most persua- 
sive and impressive presentatition on behalf of the merging of all 
activities involving the resources of our country under one head. 

You have been in the Department of the Interior for about 18 years, 
and probably you are as intimate with the various problems connected 
with the national resources as any man in public office, or out of it, 
today. 

How would you proceed to set up a department of natural resources 
and merge all of these functions under one management ? 

Secretary Cuarman. I think you would have to start first with the 
nucleus of what you have, Senator, in terms of those services that deal 
principally with publicly owned lands and properties. Agencies like 
the Bureau of Land Management, which would form the key nucleus. 

Then you would take agencies such as the Fish and Wildlife Service 
which today administers 14 million or more acres of land. This 
agency performs various special types of services in connection with 
natural resources. 

I would like to give you one example, if I am not boring you with 
detail, of what I mean by a special type of service. 

Congr ess, I think, did a most wise thing back in 1912 when it passed 
comprehensive legislation which put under the Federal Government 
complete control of the management of the fur-seal herd in the Pacific 
Ocean, and which established sound conservation procedures for the 
management of the herd. Many people did not think that herd 
amounted to much, and there was a lot of opposition to the legislation 
at the time, apparently. 

The fur-seal herd had been depleted to the extent that there were less 
than 75,000 members of that herd. ‘Today, under the conservation, 
protection, and management program for that herd, we received for 
the Federal Government last year, from the skins that were taken 
from these animals, about $1,200,000 in net revenue. This income 
resulted from only one of the management operations being carried 
on by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The net revenue so obtained is a tremendous figure, when it is 
measured against the dollars actually spent for the management of the 
fur-seal herd. 

That is one of the services, based on publicly owned natural re- 
sources, that go to make up the natural resources program for the 
Nation as a whole. 

Then, turning to the National Park Service, I would like to point 
out first that the Service manages 22 million acres of land set aside 
for the benefit of the public who visit those lands for recreation 
purposes. 

You all know the basis for the creation of a national park. Such a 
par k cannot be created except by an act of Congress. 

There are 182 separate areas of national parks and monuments in 
this country today, and last year 33 million people visited these recre- 
ational areas. 
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The National Park Service is not necessarily a revenue-producing 
agency. It renders a service to the public. Its budget for this year 
is $27 million, in round figures. 

Senator DworsHaK. Without being personal in any way, Mr. Sec- 
retary, can you suggest briefly which functions and activities con- 
cerning the natural resources of our country are now outside of the 
jurisdiction of the Interior Department ? 

Secretary CuapmMan. Yes; I could, but I hate to be in the position 
of trying to claim something, Senator. 

Senator Dworsuak. You have been presenting your picture to the 
committee, and quite logically you have suggested the creation, or, 
rather, your concurrence in the recommendation made by the minority 
committee of the Hoover Commission. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Yes. 

Senator Dworsuax. That was to create a department of natural 
resources. The recommendation contains a lot of logic. 

Now, how can we proceed to obtain that objective ? 

Secretary CuapmMan. If you were to just follow the recommenda- 
tion for a department of national resources I think you will do it. 

Senator Dworsuak. Tell us what the steps are. Tell us what ac- 
tivities are involved. 

I think you know. Forget the personal aspects of this, and tell 
us what activities, what agencies and bureaus now outside of the In- 
terior Department, should be placed under one department of natural 
resources ¢ 

Secretary CHapMan. Well, there are several. They are not all 
in the Department of Agriculture. There are some in other depart- 
ments. Those that I think of at the moment are those that have to 
do “per the public lands. 

made the statement at the beginning that I felt that all publicly 
ia resources ought to be under one administration. That includes 
all public lands. When you put those lands together, you have a 
nucleus for a department of natural resources. From there, you 
would go out, as time and experience guided you, to extend its ac- 
tivities to other fields where you needed to give service. You would 
keep within the interrelated subject matter “of the natural resources 
of the country. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. Are there any public lands, in addition to 
the forest lands, now outside the jurisdiction of the Department of 
the Interior ¢ 

Secretary Cuapman. A small amount, relatively speaking. 

There is another problem that probably ought not be raised here 
because I think it can be adjusted and will be worked out. I feel that 
the management of all mineral resources in Federal ownership includ- 
ing all of the oil, ought to be under one department. The naval 
petroleum reserves are now administered as military reserves but I 
feel that in a time of crisis there is sufficient authority and that affairs 
to the reserves of this country in petroleum or anything else that is 
needed there is sufficient authority to call upon them anyhow, regard- 
less of whether they are in the Department of the Interior or in the 
Navy. 

The naval petroleum reserves, I feel, should be administered along 
with all of the other petroleum programs relating to public lands. 
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Senator DworsHak. Do you not think, Mr. Secretary, that the 
President, under the Reorganization Act, has the necessary authority 
to achieve these consolidations and mergers now and has had that 
authority for some time ? 

Secretary CHapman. No; I do not think he can do that without 
sending up a reorganization plan to Congress. 

Senator DworsuHak. Some steps have been taken along that line. 

Secretary CuapmMAN. He sent up several last year. As a matter of 
fact, I think seven were turned down and two were passed, 

Senator Dworsuak. I believe 27 were approved out of 35 submitted 
during the Eighty-first Congress. 

Secretary CHapMaNn. I only mention that for the sake of indicating 
that the administration has sent up some recommendations. 

Senator Dworsnak. But no specific plan which would accomplish 
what you have recommended to our committee ? 

Secretary CHapmMAN, No; this particular part has not been pre- 
sented. 

Senator DworsHak. Do you not think that it is the veoponaitlity 
of the executive department, as well as of the legislative branch ? 

Secretary CHapMan. Senator, I must say that I agree with you 
completely. I think it is. 

Senator Dworsuak. I say that in a spirit of friendliness because I 
think it would serve a good purpose to have consolidation of all of 
these natural resources and management under one department. That 
would facilitate, first. the administration, and, secondly, the legislative 
phases of it, and, even more important, the administration which 
affects the citizens themselves and the people who are directly inter- 
ested in the use and in the conservation of those natural resources. 

Secretary CuarMan. I think that is correct. I think it is the re- 
sponsibility of all public officials to be thinking in terms of how to 
best organize our Government for service to the people. 

We all share in that responsibility, of course. 

Senator Dworsuak. And do you think this is a piecemeal approach 
and would not serve the wneeee! 

Secretary CuapMAn. Ido. Frankly, section 7 is out of context with 
the rest of S. 1149. I could not speak properly on the reorganization 
of the Department of Agriculture, and should not. I don’t think the 
Bureau of Land Management ought to be included in the reorganiza- 
tion of the Department of Agriculture. 

If the Congress, in its wisdom, decides later to go into these inter- 
departmental transfers, let us do it with a thorough discussion and 
then make whatever transfers are decided upon in the light of that 
discussion. 

It is hard to discuss this problem in a piecemeal kind of way. 

Senator DworsHak. You have no other suggestions in addition to 
those you have already made ? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. No. 

If you place all of the publicly owned land, Senator, under one 
department, you have the best nucleus for a reorganization that I can 
think of. 

Senator Dworsnak. Can you think of any functions that do not 
deal with public lands that should be placed under this Department 
of Natural Resources? 
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Secretary Cuapman. I do not think of any at the moment that do 
not deal with resources in jublic ownership or control. 

Senator Dworsuax. That is all. 

The CrarrMan. Senator Aiken, we are glad to welcome you again 
this morning, and appreciate your interest. 

Senator A1kENn. The colloquy between the members of the committee 
and the Secretary has already answered some of the questions which 
Thad in mind. But I do, however, have one or two more. 

I gather, Mr. Secretary, from your testimony, that you agree with 
the minority of three members of the Hoover Commission who recom- 
mended the establishment of a Department of Natural Resources. 

Secretary CuArpman. Yes, I think that is in the right direction, 
Senator. 

Senator ArkeN. May I ask this in that connection: In setting up 
such a department, what functions now being administered by the 
Department of the Interior would not be included under the Depart- 
ment of Natural Resources? 

Secretary CHapMan. There would be several that might well be 
turned over to some other department. 

Senator Aiken. Can you designate them / 

Secretary Cuapman. I have to be very careful, because they are so 
mixed in terms of their services. It is awfully hard to say that it 
would be this bureau and this bureau. 

Let us look at the affirmative side of a Department of Natural Re- 
sources first and then, by the process of elimination, that will show 
you what I mean. 

For example, take the Indian service which assists in the adminis- 
tration of 60 million acres of Indian lands. Then take the Bureau of 
Mines, which renders its services to the public generally on mineral 
problems all over, and not just the public lands. Then take the Geo- 
logical Survey, which provides a service to the public in the geological 
field on private lands, as well as on public lands. All three of these 
agencies are directly concerned with the conservation and utilization 
of natural resources, 

Then you might consider other functions such as the straight ad- 
ministrative functions of the Territories, for ex: unple, and their rela- 
tionships to the Federal Government which are now handled through 
the Department of the Interior. There are a number of problems 
involved in this question of relationships to the Territories, including 
Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, and, now, the 
trust territories. The Interior functions in those areas are service 
functions principally, with some operating functions, but not many. 

Then you might turn back to the more concrete types of operations 
such as those of the Bureau of Reclamation, which deals directly with 
individuals. Organizations representing the individual note users 
sign contracts for repayment purposes in connection with the con- 
struction of dams, canals, and so on, for irrigation and other reclama- 
tion purposes. 

The Bureau of Reclamation is one of the largest —_ ating agencies 
in the Department. Its operations are restricted, by the way, by a 
law that was passed in 1902, to the 17 Western States. The Bureau 
does not operate outside of that boundary. The lands on which it 
operates are public lands to a very considerable extent. 
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If I kept on going, I could point out service after service relating 
to natural resources performed by the Interior Department. Eac h 
would lead you to another. I would have to make a very careful 
analysis, Senator, in order to give you a concrete answer to the ques- 
tion as to which ones could be eliminated from the department. 

I want to say that I am certain there are some that can be elimi- 
nated, but at the moment I wouldn’t want to answer the question with- 
out careful study. 

Senator Arken. You would not eliminate the supervision of the 
Indians themselves ¢ 

Secretary CHapman. I don’t think so. 

Senator ArkeN. You would not separate the Indians from their 
lands, as some people have tried to do? 

Secretary CHapMAN. Some people have advocated, for instance, 
that the Indian service could be better administered and none be 
more logically administered under a welfare department. I don’t 
agree with them, for this reason: The Indians are not a welfare prob- 
lem in that sense. 

In the first place, the Indians are primarily an agrarian people. 
They live on the land; it is the principal source of their living. I 
think it would be a big mistake to separate them from an agency “that 
has the background and experience in handling land management 
services. To separate them from that agency would be a tragic mis- 
take, to my mind. I just don’t think it would be wise. 

In the second place, I think the wrong connotation for the Indians 
would be created if they were to be placed in a welfare department. 
It would give them a status different from that of other citizens, 
and one that I don’t think they should be burdened with. 

Senator Arken. I agree that the Indians have probably been sepa- 
rated from the land enough already. But can you offhand think of 
any function now exercised by the Department of the Interior which 
you would eliminate from a new Department of Natural Resources? 

Secretary CHapMan. Senator, I will be perfectly frank with you 
as to oor I don’t want to answer that question. I don’t want to kid 
you. I don’t want to answer it because I am working on that question 
right now. I am already working on a memorandum on that very 
subject, but I am not yet ready to make a flat statement of which ones 
ought to be eliminated now. I know that there are some, and I am 
working out a memorandum that I can probably submit. 

Senator ArkEN. They would be of minor nature, would they not? 

Secretary CuapMan. Not necessarily. It would depend on which 
way we go in terms of policy. 

Senator ArkeNn. I will not press the question, but I was simply 
assuming that unless there were some transfers from the Department 
of the Interior the effect of the recommendations of the minority of 
the Hoover Commission would be to enlarge the responsibilities and 
authority of the Interior Department and change its name. 

Secretary CuarpmMan. Well, I think that if you create a Department 
of Natural Resources, in its true aspect, you would be increasing the 
responsibilities of that department. 

Senator ArKen. I will say that there are strong arguments in favor 
of a Department of Natural Resources, and I was quite impressed by 
the ones that were made by the Commission. 
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You pointed out somewhere the functions of the Department of 
Agriculture. I think you stated on page 7 of your prepared state- 
ment that the general function of the Department of Agriculture is 
to service farmers in order that more food and fiber can be produced 
on the farms. 

Secretary CuapMan. That is right, sir. 

Senator ArKeN. Is it not also the duty of the Department of Agri- 
culture to determine the needs of agricultural production, the produc- 
tion necessary to supply adequate amounts of food and fiber / 

Secretary Cuapman. Yes, I think that is part of their responsibility. 

Senator Arken. And in that connection, they do determine the 
number of acres needed necessary to maintain our economy and our 
security. 

I was wondering what procedure you follow in determining whether 
to go ahead with a reclamation project which maybe will add 50,000 
or 100,000 acres to the farmlands of the country. Is that under your 
Department of Interior; 

Secretary CuapmMan. That is right. I was expecting that question, 
Senator. It has been a perplexing one between the two Departments 
for many years. 

What we do, as a matter of standard procedure, is this: We have 
an interdepartmental agreement between the two Departments and 
certain other interested agencies which provides that when an in- 
vestigation of a given project is undertaken, and also when a report 
on a given project is presented by the Bureau of Reclamation, the 
matter is referred to the Department of Agriculture and the other 
interested agencies. 

Under this agreement the Secretary of Agriculture can designate 
whomever he pleases to represent him, or he can act personally if he 
wishes, in determining whether a particular project meets the require- 
ments of his office. 

Senator ArkEN. How long has that agreement been in effect 

Secretary CHApMAN. We have had it ever since I have been Secre- 
tary of the Interior. 

Senator Arken. Was it in effect when you came into the Depart- 
ment ¢ 

Secretary CuapmMan. We had some agreements on individual proj- 
ects even before that. 

Senator A1kEN. However, under that agreement the Secretary of 
Agriculture has a right to express an opinion ¢ 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Yes. 

Senator ArkeN. He has no authority over the project ? 

Secretary CuapMAN. He does not have authority; that is correct. 
He has a right to express his opinion and advise us as to whether this 
project is in the national interest, or not. 

Senator A1kEN. And do you consult the Secretary of Agriculture 
now ¢ 

Secretary CHapMan. Oh, yes. 

Senator ArkeN. Do you understand that up to the time you became 
Secretary of the Interior that the Secretary of Agriculture simply 
was not consulted in the matter of reclamation projects? 

Secretary CHapMan. I think that there is a difference of opinion 
as to when and how the consultation took place, Senator. I think 
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some of the people in Reclamation felt that the participation of repre- 
sentatives of the Department of Agriculture in the field consideration 
of the proposed project was the consultation. 

But I do not agree that that was adequate. I think that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture ought to have the absolute right to review a pro- 
posed project himself or to designate whom he pleases as the reviewer, 
and should not be limited to representation at the field level. 

Senator ArkeN. In that respect, what do you say about the recom- 
mendation of the Hoover Commission that a board of impartial analy- 
sis, I think is the name of it, be set up in the Office of the P resident, 
which would have the duty of reviewing all of these projects from all 
standpoints, from the standpoint of agriculture, soil development, 
flood control, navigation, and so forth ¢ 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Senator, I believe we are on record as being 
in favor of _ principle involved in the establishment of a council 
of that kind, « r some _— ar arrangement. 

The CHarrMan. May I inquire as to whether you would make it 
advisory only, or give it authority and the responsibility to make 
the decisions? 

Secretary CuarMan. I think, Senator, the minute you move such 
a body from an advisory position to an authoritative position, you have 
again dispersed responsibilities, and thereby have failed to accomplish 
the very thing you set out to do. I think any reasonable man with 
an advisory committee working honestly with him is not going to 
make many mistakes. He may make some, but not many. 

The Cuatrman. Pardon me, Senator Aiken; I just wanted to de- 
velop that point. 

Senator ArkeN. This board would be set up in the Office of the 
President ? 

Secretary CHapman. Yes. 

Senator Arken. And the Bureau of the Budget is also an arm of 
the President. 

Secretary CuarMan. That is right. 

Senator Arken. The Bureau of the Budget, under the terms of 
the recommendation, would not make their recommendations to the 
Congress until the subject had been passed upon by the board of im- 
partial analysis. That would not deprive the executive branch of 
the right to make recommendations to the Congress; it would simply 
give the President the benefit of the viewpoints from all sides. 

Secretary Cuarman. That is right. 

Senator ArkEeN. Before such a recommendation could come to the 
Congress. 

Secretary Carman. I think that is rather sound. As a matter of 
fact, I do not disagree with it. I think it is a rather sound approach, 

The thing that I am always watchful of is that we do not become 
encumbered with too many interferences between the fellows who have 
to do the job and the one who has the full responsibility in his hands, 
A reasonably close connection is vital to sound management, 

I think the principle involved here is a sound one. I think the 
President is entitled to the advice of others than those who are carry- 
ing the operating job. However, in order for such a board to accom- 
plish the objec tives set out by the Commission, it would not necessarily 
have to be located in the Executive Office of the President. 
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Senator Arken. In the case of the Missouri River and its tribu- 
taries, it points out the absolute necessity of an impartial analysis 
where you have your people up the river interested in water for 
growing crops; in Nebraska they want more power, and down the 
river they want deeper water during the dry season for navigation, 
and somebody has to make an impartial—if there is such a thing— 
review. 

But a board of this nature could come closer to it. 

I have one other question here. 

In your colloquy with Senator McClellan, you pointed out that 
while the revenues from the mineral leasing, amounted to twenty-odd- 
million dollars to the Department, that the revenues from er: azing 
amounted to only $1,200,000, 

Secretary CHapMan. Yes. 

Senator Arken. You said that might be increased. I take it that 
you mean you are not satisfied with the revenues from the grazing 
permits. 

Secretary Cuapman. You have to put it in these terms: It has 
taken us quite a while to get those lands reasonably restored to the 
proper carrying capacity. I think they have been restored pretty 
well by now. 

Senator ArkEN. What has been the means of restoring them / 

Secretary CHapMan. They have been restored by the fact that 
we have cut the number of cattle running on the land. 

Senator Arken. Is that the only means? 

Secretary CHapMan. That is one means; that is not the only one. 
We have done a great deal in the way of helping out with water 
holes—helping the cattlemen with their water needs in those areas. 

Senator Aiken. What do you use for money in the development 
on the ranges ¢ 

Secretary CHAPMAN. You appropriate it. 

Senator Arken. How much do you have? 

Secretary CHarpMaNn. It is not very much. I do not remember how 
much we had last year. 

Senator Arken. That appropriation has been very recent and very 
inadequate ¢ 

Secretary CuarMan. Very, very inadequate to meet what the needs 
are for developing more water and so forth for more use of the land 
by the cattle growers. 

Senator Aiken. This $1,200,000 that you have in receipts actually 
just about covers the administrative costs ¢ 

Secretary CHapMan. Just a little bit more than the present costs. 

Senator A1keN. If you adequately supervised the range it would 
not be enough ¢ 

Secretary CuarmMan. No, I think it would still be enough to cover 
the administrative costs. The range is pretty well supervised already, 
Senator. 

This is what has happened: Grazing district advisory boards have 
been established to aid in the administration of the lands. These 
boards do a m: os part of the policing job, because they are made up 
of users of the range, and in their own self-interest they do not want 
to see other cattlemen running an extra herd of cattle in an area for 
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which a proper permit has not been granted. They often report 
those cases to us themselves. 

Senator Arken. Are you satisfied with the terms of the Taylor 
Grazing Act? 

Secretary CHapman. Well, Senator, there is one thing that has 
always disturbed me in that act, even though it is w orking out appar- 
ently very well now. The feature of the act that has alw ays been 
most difficult to administer is the priority arrangement which makes 
it very hard for new people to go into the cattle business if they want 
to use public lands. 

Senator ArkeN. You mean by that that some of the larger con- 
cerns have used public domain so ‘long that they virtually claim owner- 
ship of it, and at times have almost sold it as they transferred their 
ranches; is that what you mean? 

Secretary CuapmMan. Under the Taylor Grazing Act as it is writ- 
ten, a man has a certain priority because of his past use of the range. 
The result is that the new man who comes in has to actually buy out 
some private holdings, which may be very large, in order to get a per- 
mit to run on the public range in that area 

Now, that makes it almost impossible for a new man to come into 
the public range at all unless he just buys outright a going outfit. 

Senator ArkEN. In effect, he has to buy the ranch and grazing per- 
mits, although grazing permits legally cannot. be sold, can they ? 

Secretary “CHapman. No, you cannot legally sell a grazing permit 
under the Taylor Grazing Act, and I do not think you should. 

Senator A1rkEN. Do you expect that a good many people have bought 
farms and ranches with a feeling of security that those grazing lands 
would go with their farm indefinitely ¢ 

Secretary CuarpMan. Well, I think that with a lot of people the 
existence of the permit is an inducement for them to purchase some 
farmland because they expect the grazing privileges granted by the 
permit to go with the land. That is obviously an encouragement. I 
do not think the offering of this inducement, in itself, has been the 
sole defect in the law. 

It is the tendency of the priority provision that has always disturbed 
me, in that it does not leave an open, free competitive enterprise op- 
portunity where a man can come and go in the cattle business as he 
desires. The public land is owned by all the people, and a problem 
that has been awfully difficult for me to work out in my mind is how 
to keep it open and free for all the people to use. 

Coming down to the practical side of it, we really need to get some 
revenue for this land, and we ought to get, I think, a little more than 
we are getting. 

Then, too, being practical about it, you must recognize the fact that 
the man who owns property adjoining the public land which he has 
been using is in a better geographical position to use that land than 
the man who does not own property adjoining public land, and that 
it is more difficult for the latter to get on the land and to use it, as a 
physical matter. 

Senator Arken. You are aware of the fact that Mr. Wright, a 
Nevada cattleman, who testified the other day representing the U nited 
States Chamber of Commerce, stated that if the terms of the Taylor 
Grazing Act could be written into the law as it relates to the lands 
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under the Forest Service, that they would then favor transfer of all 
public lands to the Department of Agriculture. 

Secertary CHapMAN. Well, so would I. I would not want to ad- 
minister such an arrangement. 

Senator ArkEN. In other words, you are not really satisfied with the 
terms of the Taylor Grazing Act. 

Secretary Cuapman. That is one time when Mr. Wright and myself 
agree, 

Senator Dworsmak. Mr. Wright in appearing before this committee 
also stated in reply to a question I asked him, that the users of Taylor 
Grazing Act land would probably prefer to buy those lands instead 
of leasing them. What do you think of that ¢ 

Secretary CHapMAN. That has been discussed many times in the 
past. What I would think of it is this: It is a question of a national 
policy whether public lands should be disposed of, and, if so, how, 
and to whom. ‘These public lands have many other values so ‘tots ally 
unrelated to just grazing, and so out of proportion to their value for 
grazing, that I think you would need to very seriously investigate that 
question of national policy before you could say, vs es, we ought to 
sell all those lands and put them on the tax rolls.” That last point 
is one that is almost always used as an argument for disposals. 

I want to go back to one thing for 1 am sure that some stockmen 
would like to buy the public lands they use if the price were set low 
enough. You probably remember, Senator, that several years ago 
either the National Wool Growers Association or the American Na- 
tional Livestock Association set up a committee, headed by a man 
from western Colorado, which made a report on this very question of 
the stockmen buying these lands. 

They included in the report a statement about what they wanted to 
pay for the lands. Upon the basis of that report I do not agree that 
we ought to sell these lands. I do not think it would be at all in the 
public interest. 

Senator Dworsnak. That is all I have. 

The CuatrMan. Mr. Secretary, I have one or two observations. 

While the lessee of grazing rights cannot sell those rights, it is a 
fact that when his own property or his ranch is accessible to these 
grazing rights or grazing lands, th: at makes his ranch more valuable 
when he sells it and gives it a higher market value / 

Secretary CHAPMAN, That is right. 

The Cuairman. An individual may own some property that is very 
desirable for a manufacturing plant site because it is accessible to a 
railroad or it is accessible to a dock or a river, or something. In 
other words, he cannot sell it, but the fact that he is so strategically 
and advantageously located simply increases the value. It affords 
an opportunity that is not afforded by some other location. 

Secretary CHapman. It is just the same, Senator, as when you 
create a national park. People who own private land around the 
boundaries of that park obviously have some opportunity for in- 
creased value in their own property. 

I do not think that, in itself, there is any evil in such an increase in 
value, for it is a part of the natural development of our country. 
The feature of the grazing permits that I spoke about, and that 
does disturb me a little in the administration of the grazing laws, is 
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that it is practically impossible to let a new applicant come in to 


use the public lands for grazing because he does not have sufficient 
pr ivate- 


The Cuamman. He does not have a base. 

Secretary CHapMAN. That is right; he does not have a base. That 
has always disturbed me, because it is public land. It is only logical 
for the outsider to put the question, “This is public land and owned 
by everybody. You give those fellows a permit, why can’t I have 
one ?” 

The Cuatrman. They think it ought to be divided up. 

Secretary CHapMan. That is right. That is the thing we are up 
against all the time on the permits. 

I think we have to be alert to prevent the sale, whether directly or 
indirectly, of grazing permits by the ranchmen. It would be a 
violation of the law if they did, and we obv iously would recommend 
prosecution. 

But we have to watch that the law is not circumvented. There are 
two or three ways in which a sale can be covered up by maneuvers, 
so that the other fellow just cannot get in at all. That possibility has 
always disturbed me, and I am not saying that in a critical sense. 

The cattlemen themselves ought to have some consideration for 
their base property rights which they already own and pay taxes on. 
They are the ones who are closer to the grazing areas, and so are in 
the best position to make practical use of the grazing areas. 

The practical factors need to be brought into relationship with what 
should be considered as the ideal. These grazing areas are public lands 
and every man feels he has a right to use them. We have tried our 
best to find a way to bring those two points together. To some extent 
we have succeeded and to some extent we have not. 

Senator ArkeN. I did not want to intimate that there were any 
ranch holders who sold the permits because they cannot do that, but 
they transfer their own property at a higher price because of its ad- 
jacency to these grazing lands. 

As a matter of fact, you do give them preference in the grazing 
rights, do you not? 

Secretary CHapman. Oh, yes. 

Senator Arken. I think that should be done. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Well, it is in the law. I have no choice. 

The Cuatrman. There is one other thing you spoke of, and that is 
you are getting these grazing lands restor ed, and, therefore, it makes 
them more valuable. 

In other words, it takes less acreage to support one cow, and it is 
worth more to the lessee or to the rancher. Is that what you have in 
mind? 

Secretary CHapMan. That is what I have in mind. 

We have raised the fees to the stockmen on the public land during 
this last year and a half. Naturally there is a difference of opinion as 
to whether the fees have been raised enough. 

The Cuarrman. They could also be r: aised some in view of the price 
of beef; could they not? 

Secretary CuarmMan. I think so. 

The CHatrMan. There is a lot of difference in the price now and 
the price a few years ago. 
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Secretary Cuapman, I think the formula of the Forest Service in 
setting their fees is a very sound formula. 

The Cuarman. I have one other thought and I will not detain you 
anv longer. 

Secretary Cuapman. That is perfectly all right. 

The Cuatrman. You speak of a Department of Natural Resources. 
Instead of setting up a new department, why could not all of these 
services or functions better be concentrated in the Department of In- 
terior, and if it is necessary to have a Department of Natural Resources 
or Conservation, just add some more to the name of the Department 
of the Interior, and call it the Department of Interior and Natural 
Resources, instead of setting up a new department. 

Secretary Cnapman. I think that is worthy of consideration. I 
think it is a matter that you can determine and decide very easily, if 
you agree on the fundamental principle that natural resource fune- 
tions should be united for the purpose of their common needs. 

The Cuatrman. You do not need a new department for every func- 
tion. The first thing you know we would have an army of department 
chiefs or secretaries. 

Secretary CuHapMan. That is right. You would obviously have to 
abolish the Department of Interior if you set up this new de ‘pe irtment, 
or reorganize the Department of the Interior if you use it as the 
nucleus of this new department, under the approach we have been 
talking about. 

The Cuairman. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. We have 
appreciated your presentation. 

Secretary Cuapman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


(Subsequently a supplemental statement was received by the com- 
mittee from Secretary of the Interior Chapman and follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, D. C., October 22, 1951. 
Hon. JoHn L. McCLecian, 

Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive 

United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN: In view of the testimony of several witnesses 
in support of section 7 (a) of S. 1149, which followed my appearance on Sep 
tember 6, I am enclosing a supplementary statement which I should like to have 
included in the record, in order to correct some misconceptions which I believe 
the testimony in support of section 7 may have left with your committee. 

The enclosed statement deals with arguments which have revolved 
the following points: 

1. The difficulties involved in administering the surface resources and the 
mineral resources of the public lands in separate exective departments. 

The question of whether, because of the biological nature of timber grow- 
ing and the agricultural use of grazing lands, the bulk of the public lands should 
be administered by an agency in the Department of Agriculture. 

The question of whether administration of publicly owned land managed 
primarily for the conservation, development and use of the resources it contains 
constitutes a major purpose in the sense intended by the Hoover Commission. 

4. The relationship of national parks and Indian reservations to national 
forests and grazing districts. 

5. The question of how the public aan would be administered by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture under section 7 of S. 1149 or by a Department of Natural 
Resources under the recommendations cs a Hoover Commission minority. 

6. The question of the relative responsibilities of the Departments of Agricul- 
ture and of the Interior in land administration and service. 


Departments, 


around 
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If you wish, I shall be pleased to expand the statement with respect to any 
or all of the points covered. 
Sincerely yours, 
Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


STATEMENT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR WITH RESPECT To S. 1149, A Bri. 
TO PROVIDE FOR THE REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMISSION ON ORGANIZATION 
OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT 


This statement deals further with that portion of section 7 of S. 1149 which 
would transfer to the Department of Agriculture all the functions of the Bureau 
of Land Management except those relating to mineral resources, and discusses 
particularly certain points which were made by witnesses testifying in favor of 
the measure, following the statement made by the Secretary of the Interior on 
September 6, 1951. 


1. SEPARATE ADMINISTRATION OF SURFACE AND MINERAL RESOURCES 


The statement of the Secretary of the Interior outlined briefly the serious 
difficulties which would result from an attempt to divide between two executive 
departments the administration of the forest, range, and other surface resources 
and the underlying mineral resources of the public domain. It explained that 
such a separation would entail innumerable interdepartmental transactions, and 
require either a duplication of public land records or the placing of a considerable 
force of Department of the Interior employees in the record rooms of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. Proponents of section 7 have questioned these statements 
and have asserted that there has been divided responsibility for administration of 
surface and mineral resources on public domain lands in national forests since 
1905 and on acquired lands since 1946, and that this divided authority has proved 
satisfactory. These proponents have stated that surface and mineral resources 
are in entirely separate categories, and that separating responsibility for their 
management on public lands between two executive departments is not only 
feasible but appropriate, since the surface resources are renewable and the min- 
eral resources are nonrenewable. There are, however, two major flaws in this 
reasoning. 

In the first place, separate administration of surface and mineral resources in 
the national forests has worked as well as it has only because the limited number 
of transactions involved has made possible a very high degree of interdepart- 
mental cooperation on a case-to-case basis. The interdepartmental procedures 
necessitated by this divided administration have been costly and time consuming 
and have resulted at times in difficulties in reconciling policies. The problem of 
maintaining adequate cooperation is growing in magnitude in the national 
forests, as the number of mneral leasing applications in these reservations 
increases. 

In the second place, the mineral leasing activity on public domain lands in the 
national forests until recently has been negligible in comparison with such 
activity on the unreserved public domain. Of a total of more than 27,000 mineral 
leases on public lands in 1950, it is estimated that less than 500 are in national 
forests. Should the surface management of the unreserved public domain be 
transferred to the Department of Agriculture, the number of interdepartmental 
transactions with respect to mineral leases would be increased by thousands 
every year. In fact, more than 26,000 mineral leasing applications were handled 
by the Bureau of Land Management during fiscal year 1950. 

The argument that surface and mineral resources are in entirely separate cate- 
gories from a management standpoint is naive, to say the least. If the mineral 
resources could be tapped without using the surface and thereby affecting, some- 
times in a major degree, the surface values and uses, this argument would have 
some validity, but the close relationship of surface and subsurface uses is so 
obvious that there should be no need to point out the extreme necessity for vest- 
ing control of both types of uses on the public iands in one agency. Because 
of this close relationship between surface and subsurface uses of the public 
land, it would be safe to predict that, should surface management functions 
of the Bureau of Land Management be transferred to the Department of Agri- 
culture, it would be only a question of time until a serious effort would be made 
to transfer all mineral management on the public lands to that Department. 
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2, BIOLOGICAL NATURE OF TIMBER GROWING AND GRAZING 

Proponents of section 7 uniformly stress the points that grazing use of the 
public lands is an agricultural pursuit and that “timber is a crop” as arguments 
for placing the administration of public commercial forest and grazing lands in 
the Department of Agriculture. 

The first of these arguments was dealt with in the September 6 statement of 
the Secretary of the Interior, which pointed out that the use of the public grazing 
lands by farmers and stockmen does not constitute a valid reason for placing ad- 
ministration of such lands in the Department of Agriculture, as these lands have 
other values much greater than their value for grazing and, therefore, have 
greater and more widespread nonagricultural uses and more nonfarm users than 
agricultural uses and farm users. It would be just as logical for the Department 
of Commerce to demand administration of the public domain because oilmen are 
among its clients, or for the Department of Labor to do likewise because of the 
interests of labor in the industries dependent upon the public lands, as for the 
Department of Agriculture to assert a preference to the public domain because 
a portion of its users, the stockmen, are among that Department’s clients. 

The position that forests are a crop, that forestry is primarily an agricultural 
pursuit and that forests should be managed under the same principles as those 
applicable to annual farm crops is open to serious question. No one will deny 
that trees grow in soil and develop like other plants. However, the analogy 
between forests and annual farm crops ceases at this point. Forestry is vastly 
different from farming. Forest management differs from farm management, for- 
est economics from agricultural economics, forest products from farm products, 
forest utilization from farm crop harvesting, and marketing of forest products 
from the marketing of agricultural crops. 

Twenty years are required to produce trees suitable for pulpwood and from 
80 to 100 years to produce trees of sawlog size. The forests of the United States 
are largely grown by nature and not through the application of the intensive 
methods of cultivation generally applied to farm crops. American forests are 
natural resources and not crops under the ordinary meaning of the word. Sys- 
tematic long-term natural resources management is necessary in order to avoid 
exhaustion or unwise depletion. The forest is a vast storehouse of natural 
resources: trees, forage, water, wildlife, minerals, and unique scenery occur on 
the same area. All of these resources are closely interrelated and effective 
management in any one of the various fields can best be attained when it is 
integrated with the others. No one of them can function independently. 

Actually 71 percent of the Federal forest land and 95 percent of the commer- 
cial timber on Federal forest lands lie west of the Great Plains. On the other 
hand, 86 percent of the farm forest land and 94 percent of the commercial timber 
on farms lie east of the Great Plains. The Federal forests are logically a part 
of the public land economy of the Nation, whereas the farm forests are difi- 
nitely tied to the farm economy of the Nation. Of course, no one will deny that 
the woodland resources of farms are important, or that there is a relationship 
between trees on the farms and trees in nonfarm forests, or that trees in the 
national forests represent one of the major resources of the public lands, but 
to conclude from these relationships that the totality of public land management 
functions should be in a department concerned with farm problems is to make 
the tail wag the dog. 

Public lands administration is a multiple-use management job. As we so 
aptly stated in the Hoover Commission minority report on the Department. of the 
Interior: 

“The use of the land resources must be balanced. The kind of cover which 
is preserved and developed on the public lands decides how much can be used 
for wildlife conservation as against forage, for example. Similarly, timber 
growth and other cover need to be balanced. Mineral exploitation must be regu- 
lated in the interest of the other uses of the public lands including recreation. 

“And all these uses have a direct bearing on the kind and volume of water 
and water flow—a matter which is especially critical in the western part of the 
United States where are located 90 percent of the lands in national forests and 
almost all of the lands now under the jurisdiction of the Department of the 
Interior.” 

With respect to farm forestry itself, it should be emphasized that this is a 
function separate and apart from the management of the public forest lands. 
The primary function of the Forest Service is the management of the national 
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forests. It is engaged only in a minor way in direct farm forest activities; it 
maintains few systematic contacts with private timber growers, either farmers 
or nonfarmers, except with those who, as a supplement to their farming opera- 
tions, cut timber or are otherwise employed in the national forests. The State 
and private forestry activities of the Federal Government are carried out largely 
through grants to the States to help support State forestry departments, which 
incidentally are seldom connected with State departments of agriculture or State 
agricultural extension services. It is employees of these agencies, not of the 
Forest Service, who actually go onto the farms and offer advice to farmers in 
the management of their woodlands. 

Proponents of section 7 stress at great length the major dependence of public 
range and forest management on the research conducted in the Department of 
Agriculture. Such dependence is not denied, but those who stress this depend- 
ence fail to recognize the major dependence of management of range, forest, 
wildlife, water, mineral, and recreational resources of all of the public lands 
on the research conducted in the various bureaus of the Department of the In- 
terior or on research conducted in other executive departments, for example, the 
research conducted in the Weather Bureau of the Department of Commerce. 

It should be noted in this connection, that short of the combination of three or 
more of the existing executive departments into one gigantic and unwieldly de- 
partment, it would be impossible to place in one such department all of the re- 
search related to management of the public lands or any major segment of them. 
Fortunately, however, research by responsible public agencies becomes public 
property the moment it is released; it is not the property of the executive de- 
partment in which it was conducted. Experience has shown that interdepart- 
mental cooperation between research agencies or between a management agency 
and a research agency is much easiler to establish and maintain than inter- 
departmental cooperation between two management agencies.  Interdepart- 
mental exchange of research results is common practice. Land management 
agencies in the Department of the Interior make wide use of research conducted 
in such agencies in the Department of Agriculture as the Agricultural Research 
Administration and the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, while service bureaus 
in the Department of Agriculture use extensively the research conducted by agen- 
cies in the Department of the Interior, especially by the Geological Survey. 

Consideration of all of these factors should lead to the conclusion that the 
Department of Agriculture is not the place to lodge the many-sided functions 
of public land administration, in spite of the biological nature of timber grow- 
ing and grazing. 


3. PUBLIC LAND OWNERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT AS A MAJOR PURPOSE IN GOVERNMENT 


Proponents of section 7 have asserted that an interdepartmental division of 
administration of land resources based on ownership alone is illogical and that 
in the Hoover Commission sense, such a division should be based on the major 
purpose of management. There is no disagreement with such a premise. The 
untenable argument of the propopents of section 7, as has been indicated earlier 
in this statement, is that the major purpose of management of the public-domain 
lands is agricultural and, therefore, should be assigned to the Department of 
Agriculture. The major purpose of management of these lands is their conserva- 
tion and development for a multiplicity of interrelated and interdependent 
uses, This is not the major purpose of the Department of Agriculture. The 
major purpose of that Department is service to owners and operators of pri- 
vately owned farm land, not management of a wide variety of public resources. 

The fact that land-conservation measures cannot stop at the boundary between 
the public lands and the private farms and ranches is fully recognized ; however, 
the proper agency to coordinate conservation programs on public land with those 
on privately owned land should be one whose concern is with all resources and 
with the users of all types of public and private land, rather than one concerned 
primarily with agricultural land uses and users. 

The strongest proponents of section 7 are peculiarly inconsistent in arguing 
that the major purpose of national forest and grazing district management is 
agriculture, when the management policies which they advocate for these areas 
at the same time are aimed at coordinated multiple-purpose programs for develop- 
ment of these lands—programs which provide for timber and forage production, 
wildlife conservation, recreational uses, and conservation of water and regula- 
tion of water flow for power generation, fish production, and municipal and 
industrial water supply, as well as for crop production and stock water supply. 
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4. RELATIONSHIP OF NATIONAL PARKS AND INDIAN LANDS TO NATIONAL FORESTS AND 
GRAZING DISTRICTS 


In his statement'of September 6, the Secretary of the Interior stressed the 
close relationship of the national parks and the Indian reservations to the 
national forests and grazing districts, and protested against the dispersion of 
management of these closely related areas which would be perpetuated by sec- 
tion 7 of S. 1149. The Chief of the Forest Service in the first page of his pre- 
pared statement, dismissed this matter lightly with the statement that “* * * 
the national parks and Indian reservations are not involved * * * the ‘major 
purpose’ of their administration is social.” 

Certainly the purpose of the administration of the national parks and Indian 
reservations is social—or it is economic, if any distinction can be made between 
the two terms. But the purposes of administration of the national forests and 
grazing districts, as well as of the national parks, Indian reservations, wildlife 
refuges and reclamation withdrawals, are likewise social and economic. The 
principal difference between the national forests and grazing districts on the 
one hand, and the Indian reservations on the other, is that the former lands 
are owned outright by the United States, while the latter are owned by the 
United States in trust for the Indians. Most of the Indian reservations lie in 
the Western States, as do most of the national forest lands and all of the grazing 
districts. The uses of the two categories of lands are similar; they are often 
adjacent or interspersed; they drain into the same streams, and require similar 
and coordinated programs of protection, conservation, and development. 

Similarly, most national parks and some national monuments are bordered, 
and, in some instances, entirely surrounded by national ferests. Both the na- 
tional parks and the national forests contain outstanding scenic resources, and 
both the National Park Service and the Forest Service maintain recreational 
facilities serving millions of persons annually. Many of the national parks and 
monuments have been carved out of national forests, and boundary adjustments 
among national forests, parks, and monuments are frequent. 

While the major emphasis on different types of uses appears to justify separate 
bureaus for the aministration of the national forests and grazing districts and 


for the national parks and monuments, and while the special ownership and 
trusteeship status of the Indian lands justifies a separate bureau for the ad- 
ministration of these lands, there are no differences between the character of 
any of these several types of public lands to justify dividing their administra- 
tion on the ground that some are “social,” while the others are not. 


5. ADMINISTRATION OF THE NATIONAL FORESTS AND UNAPPROPRIATED PUBLIC LAND 
UNDER 8. 1149 OR ALTERNATIVE MEASURES 


Testimony on S. 1149 appears to have created some confusion concerning the 
agency which would administer the national forests and the unappropriated 
public lands should section 7 of the bill be enacted or should the alternative of 
transferring administration of these areas to a Department of Natural Re- 
sources be adopted. There seems to be an impression that, should the unap 
propriated public domain be transferred to the Department of Agriculture, ad- 
ministration of these lands would be lodged in the Forest Service and that 
the Bureau of Land Management would be abolished, while if the national 
forests and the unappropriated public domain were to be transferred to a 
Department of Natural Resources, the Forest Service would be abolished. 
Actually, the result of the enactment either of section 7 of S. 1149 or of a bill 
embodying the recommendations of the Hoover Commission minority for a 
Department of Natural Resources would be not to abolish either of the two 
agencies, but to combine both of the agencies and their functions in a forest 
and range service. Since the Forest Service is much the larger of the two 
existing agencies, its personnel presumably would make up the larger part of any 
new bureau combining the two. : 


6. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE DEPARTMENTS OF AGRICULTURE AND THE INTERIOR IN 
LAND ADMINISTRATION AND SERVICE 


The statement presented on September 11 by the Chief of the Forest Service 
contained, on page 7, a table showing the acrages of land administered and serv 
iced by the Department of Agriculture and the Department of the Interior, pur 
ported to be taken from a joint Agriculture-Interior-Budget Bureau study. This 
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table is misleading on two points. First, it is not a direct reproduction of a table 
contained in the report mentioned. A table similar to this was presented by 
Department of Agriculture members of the task force which prepared this 
report, but was rejected by the members of the task force as a whole. Second, 
the table lists large acreages of State and privately owned land served by re- 
search and other activities of the Department of Agriculture and asserts a pos- 
sessive interest in such land by Department of Agriculture by reason of these 
services. The intent of the table is to show, for whatever the comparison is 
worth, that the total responsibility of the Department of Agriculture for land 
management and service combined is greater than that of the Department of 
the Interior. The misleading feature of this comparison is that similar re- 
search and other services perfored by the Department of the Interior in behalf 
of the owners und operators of the same State and privately owned lands are 
omitted from the table. 

In conclusion, the recommendation which the Secretary of the Interior made 
in his September 6 statement is repeated, namely, that the portion of section 7 
which would transfer to the Department of Agriculture all of the functions 
of the Bureau of Land Management except those relating to mineral resources 
be omitted from S. 1149 on the ground that the increased dispersion of public 
land management functions which would result from such a transfer would 
be a step backward in the conservation of the public resources. 

The Cuairman. Mr. John Stuart, will you come forward, please, 
sir? 

I see you have a prepared statement. Will you identify yourself 
for the record, and you may then read your statement, if you prefer. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN STUART, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, QUAKER 
OATS CO., AND CHAIRMAN OF THE AGRICULTURAL COMMITTEE 
OF THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR THE HOOVER REPORT 


Mr. Sruartr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; that is what I will do. 

My name isJohn Stuart. Iam chairman of the board of the Quaker 
Oats Co., and chairman of the national agricultural committee and 
the Illinois State Committee of the Citizens Committee for the Hoover 
Report. 

l appreciate this opportunity to discuss with you provisions of Senate 
bill 1149. 

I do, however, want to make it clear that, while the members of these 
committees strongly support the Hoover Commission report in prin- 
ciple, they reserve their individual rights to express themselves on any 
particular detail. 

This bill, briefly, calls for reorganization of the Department of 
Agriculture along modern, efficient, and effective functional lines which 
will make it possible for the Department to give improved services to 
farmers at considerably lower cost in money and manpower. The 
bill would not reduce aid to farmers by one iota. 

I am here to urge your committee to take favorable action on it. 

The measure has four principal objectives: 

1, Realinement of the functional organization of departmental 
services, so that over 20 administrative units reporting to the Secre- 
tary would be reduced to 8. 

9, P rovision for more streamlined farmer participation in the De- 
partment: s activities through consolidation in one principal council 
In et ach county and one in each State. 

Transfer of vocational agriculture from the Federal Security 
Apancy to the Department of Agriculture. 
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4. Transfer of public lands from the Department of the Interior to 
the Department of Agriculture. 

The CHarrman. Do you have a change of opinion on that since you 
heard the Secretary talk this morning / 

Mr. Sruarr. He presented a very interesting argument. 

Dr. Henry P. Rusk’s statement fully covered these matters. 

More Americans are engaged in agriculture today than in any 
other occupation. But the Department of Agriculture, whose reor- 
ganization you are considering, is hindered in its job of assisting and 
guiding agricultural production by overlapping and duplication of 
functions. This leads to needless expenditure of the taxpayers’ money. 

In 1948 the Department’s expenditures were more than 30 times 
what they were 20 years earlier. In that same period the number of 
full-time Department employees increased from approximately 20,- 
000 to 82,000, more than four times the 1938 total. This does not in- 
clude more than 100,000 part-time employees. 

I speak to you primarily as one of the many citizens who are in- 
terested in seeing the Department provide better service at a better 
price; as one of the many citizens who agree with former Secretary 
of Agriculture Clinton P. Anderson, who said: 

The great sprawling collection of agencies that serves the farmers of the county 
can be simplified in its operation to the benefit not only of the people for whose 
guidance it was created, but to all taxpayers of the country as well. 

Having owned and operated a 480-acre farm in Lllinois for the last 
15 years, I have had some first-hand experience with the problems 
the farmer faces in dealing with the Department of Agriculture. 

As board chairman of the Quaker Oats Co., Chicago, which in recent 
years has been processing around $80 million worth of grain annually, 
I should like to speak about the Department’s operations today from 
a businessman’s standpoint. 

Hopeful of being of the greatest possible help in my testimony, I 

talked with the various supervisory employees at the Quaker Oats 
Co. who work with the Department. 

Nearly all of them made clear that they had developed personal 
admiration for many of the Department’s employees in the Chicago 

regional office. Most of our contact is with that office. 

“These folks,” they told me, “are good workers. They are trying 
hard to do a good job. But we believe they'll be able to do a lot bet- 
ter job when a clearer and more businesslike management system is 
established for regional and State and county offices. 5 

Lack of a good management system, in their opinion, and in mine, 
has again and again been responsible for the waste, overlapping, and 
duplication that make reorganization of the Department so clearly 
worth while. This lack of a good management system has brought 
about, and will continue to bring about, such distressing incidents as 
excessive grain spoilage at storage sites. 

In addition, the location of many of these tank storage sites, away 
from transportation facilities, has resulted in unnecessary shipment 
costs. 

Moving on to another subject, it is my understanding that much 
opposition to Senate bill 1149 at present is from western stockmen 
in connection with the overlapping authority between the Department 
of Agriculture and the Interior Department in the administration of 
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western public grazing lands. I submit herewith for the record 
chart to illustrate this problem, 

This is a chart which, I understand, was made up by a member of 
the Forest Service, and that shows the mixing of the sections that I 
think you mentioned, Mr. Chairman. 

‘The CHarrMan. We havea smaller one. 

Mr. Sruart. That is the same thing. You have the evidence, then. 

The Cuairman. Thatisall right. That chart may be filed with the 
committee for reference, if you care to leave it with us. 

Mr. Sruarr. Again, from the business standpoint, I submit that 
these grazing lands cannot be administered by two Departments of the 
Government without waste in money and manpower. 

It would seem to me that the Department of Agriculture is the 
logical agency to administer these lands. More important, however, 
is that one Department be selected for the task and that that Depart- 
ment administer the lands in a fashion that is fair to the western stock- 
men and the public. 

New, in conclusion, I would like to quote from a recent survey made 
by the Country Gentleman in De Kalb County, Ill. This evidence, 
we believe, supports our statement that the Department needs reorgan- 
izing so that it can render better aid to farmers at a much lower cost 
to the taxpayer. 

I quote from the article: 

Twenty-five of the best farmers in De Kalb County, Ill, were asked this 
question: “What would be your rough guess as to the number of Federal farm 
agency employees, either part or full time, in De Kalb County in 1949?” 

Their average guess was 56 Federal hired hands in their midst. And 21 of the 
25 farmers went on to say this was too many. 

They were flabbergasted when told the right answer was more than three times 
their guess. For 178 men and women were working for the Federal Government 
in De Kalb County last year, just to tell farmers what they should do, what they 
can do, and in some instances, what they cannot do. 

These 178 persons put in part or full time and were paid from $8 a day up 
to $5,350 a year. They worked only on the various Federal farm service pro- 
crams inside that one county. One hundred and twenty-three of them actually 
live right in the county; fifty-five of them live outside the count, but regularly 
visit as part of their duties. Job holders in State, regional, and National 
bureaus who influence, but never see De Kalb County were not counted. 

But few realized big Government is not all in Washington. Few had stopped 
to analyze the numbers of Federal-hired farm hands under their very noses 
at the county level. 

“I've been disturbed by this growing feeling to let government do it. But 
this is worse than anything I ever dreamed of,’ was the shocked comment of 
un prominent cattle feeder who saw this report. “No matter how good a job 
these agencies are doing for us, someday, if this continues, we'll wake up and 
find our freedom gone. 

“Never even knew my township PMA committeemen got $8 a day,” exclaimed 
one surprised farmer. “Maybe we should have just one for a township instead 
of three.” 

The CHamman. That is the township committeemen who get $8 
a day whenever they are serving. 

Mr. Sruarr. Yes. 

The CHairmMan. How many townships are in that county ? 

Mr. Sruarr. That, I cannot answer. 

Phe CHarrMan. Well, it runs into a sizable sum in that county, 
does it not ? 


> 
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Mr. Sruarr. The counties vary in size, and I imagine the townships 
vary. 

“Why should we get paid at all?” asked Fred Willrett, township committee 
man for many years. “School board members don't get paid We'd better 
think before it’s too late—we'’ve got to have the guts to cut down some of 
these Government programs.” 

“And what bothers me,” said E. E. Houghtby, “is that we collect these taxes, 
send them to Washington, but only get a few dollars back. It’s like a De Kalb 
County farmer giving himself a blood transfusion from one arm into the 
other—and spilling a couple of quarts of blood in the process.” 

Mr. Chairman, I think you can be sure that what is happening in 
De Kalb County is happening in all counties of the country to a 
greater or less degree. I am sure that if any of you Senators were 
confronted with this sort of field evidence in connection with a 
business of your own, I am sure you would lose no time in correct- 
ing it. 

Thank you for giving me this opportunity to appear before your 
committee. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Mr. Stuart. 

You place some emphasis in your statement on a point that has 
impressed me from the beginning about this consolidation into one 
county committee. We have, however, had some e xpressions of oppo- 
sition to it. They say that there are so many different services, that 
a part of it is credit services, part of it is forest service, and part of it 
is soil conservation, and it seems that they feel that those engaged in 
those activities should have representation on the bo: urd, and a 5-man 
board will not accommodate all of them in these counties. 

And, therefore, it looks like they want to greatly increase the num- 
ber on each committee, both at the county level and the State level 
in order for everybody to have representation. 

It presents a problem. But I think, too, we must consolidate. 

And in the second place, I cannot see any reason for paying them. 
It is a service the Government is providing for them for their benefit, 
and it seems to me, and I feel confident, that the farmers and pe ople 
interested in these ple peo would be willing to give a little of their 
time to help counsel and advise in order to get the service. 

I cannot see any need for appropriating the millions of dollars 
which is paid them. 

Mr. Sruarr. That has been my experience in working with the farm- 
ers. They are pretty good citizens and willing to give their time 
and service. 

The CuarrMan. Yes; they certainly are. 

This is an effort to serve the farmer, so I feel very strongly on set- 
ting up these programs there to advise and counsel, we should be 
conservative in the number placed on these committees, in the first 
place, and distribute the representation around to include all groups, 
of course, but whenever they come there voluntarily and work they are 
actually trying to work in their own interests and trying to serve their 
country. 

As you pointed out, the school boards are not paid. It isa publie 
service, and they get the benefit from it. The children are benefited. 

When agric ‘ulture is benefited and forestry is benefited, it seems to 
me those most interested should be willing to give some of their time 
and not have the load on the taxpayer. 
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Senator O’Conor ? 

Senator O’Conor. I should like to ask just one or two questions, and 
have the benefit of your wide experience and sound judgment, Mr. 
Stuart. 

In considering this bill, particularly section 6, requiring the group- 
ing of administrative functions, which do you think is to be preferred, 
a rigid statutory control or a large measure of flexibility to the ad- 
ministrative officers or the Secretary? Have you any particular view 
on that / 

Mr. Stuart. I think a pattern was set up under which he should 
operate, if I understand your question. 

Senator O’Conor (presiding). You will recall, of course, that in 
the previous Hoover general management report there were specific 
recommendations concerning the rigidity of the control, and I should 
like to read to you, if I may, a comment from the Secretary of Agri- 
culture which pointed out what I was trying to bring to your attention. 

The Secretary says this: 

We believe that it would be unwise to establish a rigid organizational structure 
which could not readily be modified to fit changing conditions or to provide for 
adjustments in organization which are found through experience to be desirable 

In our judgment the pattern referred to in the preceding paragraph embodies 
a sound principle of public administration and should be extended to this 
department. 

My question is whether or not in endorsing the proposal in this bill, 
as you have, you do think it is any departure from the previous Hoover 
Commission recommendation, or whether you think that it is consistent 
with them / 

Mr. Sruarr. That is the Secretary’s recommendations ? 

Senator O’Conor. Yes. 

Mr. Sruarr. I think that would be a mistake to have too far-reach- 
ing control. 

Senator O’Conor. In other words, do you feel that there ought to be 
vested in the Secretary some flexibility or some authority to meet 
changing conditions and economic circumstances and so forth rather 
than to impose a too rigid statutory control ¢ 

Mr. Sruarr. Well, that is a difficult question to answer. 

Senator O’Conor. I did not know whether or not you had given 
any thought to it. 

Mr. Sruarr. I think the pattern should be very definite under which 
he should operate. I think he should have minor discretion under 
the pattern, but to give him a free hand, I think, would be a mistake. 
For example, any executive does not have a free hand. I do not have 
a free hand. I have to operate under certain policies. 

Senator O’Conor. That is the reason I was anxious to bring it to 
your attention. 

Certainly in such a great organization as yours, and a very successful 
one of which the country is very proud, you have some procedures, 
and I wondered whether you had in mind that you could have in a 
governmental agency such administrative flexibility as unquestionably 
is exercised in such a successful organization as your own. 

Mr. Srvartr. My answer is “No,” on the theory that I am under 
control. 

Senator O’Conor. I see. 
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The other point I was anxious to bring out, and I do not know 
whether you have given any partic ular study to it, is the provision 
in the bill concerning county councils and State advisory councils. I 
do not know whether in your State of Illinois you have given any 
study to that, or have any particular contacts with it. 

Mr. Srvarr. I personally have not. 

Senator O’Conor. All right, I think that is all I desire to ask you, 
Mr. Stuart, unless there is something that you wish to volunteer. 

Mr. Srvart. I think not, Senator. 

Senator O’Conor. We are very much obliged to you, Mr. Stuart. 
Of course, your entire statement is in the rec ord, and we also have the 
chart which Senator McClellan indicated would be received. 

Mr. Srvarr. Thank you. 

Senator O’Conor. The next witness is Mrs. Woods, executive direc- 
tor of the General Federation of Women’s Clubs. 

We welcome you, Mrs. Woods, and may I ask at the outset if you 
have a prepared statement ? 

Mrs. Woops. Yes, 1do. Would you like to have it ? 

Senator O’Conor. We would be grateful to you for it. 

Simply for the record, will you give your full name, please? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. THALIA S. WOODS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
ON BEHALF OF MRS. HIRAM COLE HOUGHTON, PRESIDENT, GEN- 
ERAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS 


Mrs. Woops. My name is Thalia S. Woods, executive director of the 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs, and I would like to read a 
short statement from our president, Mrs. Hiram Cole Houghton, who 
is away from the city, in connection with section 7 (a) (1) of S. 1149. 

Senator O’Conor. You are particularly interested in the forestry 
program ¢ 

Mrs. Woops. Yes. 

Senator O’Conor. Will you proceed, please, and any questions that 
occur to us we can ask you at the conc ‘lusion of the statement. 

Mrs. Woops. For many years the General Federation of Women’s 
Clubs has been trying to help strengthen the forestry programs of the 
Nation. In 1938; with this in mind, it protested a threatened transfer 
of the Forest Service from the Department of Agriculture and a 
change in the name of the Department of Interior to Department 
of Conservation. It was 1 of over 200 organizations protesting such 
action. 

A resolution adopted at the annual convention of the General Fed- 
eration of Women’s Clubs in May 1940 stated that the growing and 
care of forest crops, like the raising of other crops, is distinctly a 
phase of agriculture, and a part of the Nation-wide programs of soil 
conservation and land use planning, carried on by the Department 
of Agriculture in cooperation with farm people, land-grant colleges, 
and other agricultural agencies; that forest, watershed, and range 
lands in public ownership are often adjacent to, or intermingled with, 
those in private ownership, thus requiring coordinated treatment; 
that forest research applies to private and public lands alike; that 
timber, forage, watershed, and recreation areas are so intermingled on 
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national forests that their administration should be under one head; 
that the removal of any or all forestry functions from the Department 
of Agriculture would result in confusion and overlapping jurisdic- 
tion; ‘that the General Federation of of Women’s Clubs has long been 
active in supporting forest-conservation measures for our country 
to insure the greatest good to the greatest number of people, and 
that the administration of the Forest Service is an appropriate func- 
tion of the Department of Agriculture. 

A resolution adopted this year by the General Federation in May 
1951 stated that: 

Whereas timber and grass are crops, and their production and management are 
functions of agriculture; and 

Whereas 30 percent of the commercial forest land and 27 percent of the pri- 
vately owned saw timber in the United States is in farm woods; and 

Whereas crop production and management and land-use policies are traditional 
and logical responsibilities of the Department of Agriculture, and that Depart- 
ment, through its Forest Service, has established a record of excellent adminis- 
tration of the national forests and the grazing lands within them in the public 
interest, a record commended independently by the task forces of the Hoover 
Commission on: (1) Agricultural activities, (2) natural resources, and (38) pub- 
lic works; 

Resolved, That the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, in convention as- 
sembled, May 1951, urges the adoption of the recommendation of the Hoover 
Commission that the Forest Service be retained in the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

Traditionally the General Federation of Women’s Clubs has taken tha 
position that timber and grass are agricultural crops and that growing 
and caring for them are agricultural functions. We, therefore, 
strongly recommend that the Forest Service and all functions of the 
Federal Government having to do with growing and caring for timber 
and forage crops be administered by the Department of Agriculture. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cuarman. Thank you, Mrs. Woods. I am sorry I did not 
get to hear all of your presentation, but I shall read your full state- 
ment, you may be sure. The committee appreciates your presence 
very much, and tliis contribution from the Federation of Women’s 
Clubs. 

Senator O’Conor ? 

Senator O’Conor. I should like to ask two questions, if I may. 

Having heard the statement of the Secretary of the Interior, I was 
wondering if there was any comment that that would cause you to 
make. I will not repeat, of course, the arguments he made as to the 
difficulties of record keeping and the possibility that there would not 
be the integration of various functions, but 1 was wondering whether 
you had any comment at all to make in the light of his presentation 
today. 

Mrs. Woops. Well, I was listening in a most interested manner, 
but I wasn’t entirely sure that I was convinced that all public lands 
should be under one administration. 

I believe that there should be, perhaps, a closer coordination bet ween 
the occupations of the people and the Government, rather than a 
separation. For instance, public lands used for growing crops of 
trees and grass should be in the Department concerned with agricul- 
tural occupations. 
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Also, I think under certain conditions, division of responsibility 
is a good thing. We could have monopoly in Government Just as we 
have it in private industry, which in the end it might not accrue to the 
general welfare. For example, I do not think that national parks, 
national forests, and other areas should be under one administration 
simply because they are all public lands. The best use of the lands 
in their relation to the people is the primary objective. 

Senator O'Conor. There is another thing I would like to ask you. 
Has your organization, which I consider one of the finest in the coun- 
try, taken a position on this? I do not know whether you have taken 
any position on the proposed transfer of vocational education from 
the Office of Education to the De ‘partment of Agriculture. 

Mrs. Woops. No, sir; we have taken no stand. 

Senator O’Conor. I see. I thought because of the intense interest 
your group has always had in education and the public-school system, 
there might be some comment you would like to make on the part 
of your membership as to whether or not they thought that was bene- 
ficial or otherwise. 

Mrs. Woops. The organization has taken no stand, so I can make no 
statement. 

Senator O’Conor. I see. All right, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHatrman. Thank you, Mrs. Woods. 

Mrs. Woops. ‘Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. Is Professor Cline present ? 

Will you come forward, please ? 

Professor Cline, will you identify yourself for the record, please, 
sir? 


STATEMENT OF JUSTUS H. CLINE, STUARTS DRAFT, VA. 


Mr. Curing. My name is Justus H. Cline. Iam from Stuarts Draft, 
Va. 

The CuatmrMan. Do you represent any agency ¢ 

Mr. Cure. None whatsoever. 

The Cuatrman. Or any organization ? 

Mr. Curve. None whatever. 

The CHarrMan. You are appearing as an individual citizen ? 

Mr. Curve. As an individual citizen. 

The Cuatrman. The committee is glad to hear you. You may pro- 
ceed. 

Do you have a prepared statement? I do not believe I have one. 

Mr. Ciine. Yes, sir. I shall give you this one. 

The CHarMan. Very well, you may proceed. 

Mr. Cine. My relations with the Forest Service have been purely 
that of an interested and cooperative citizen. I am a retired profes- 
sional geologist and college professor. My work as a geologist has 
given me opportunity to ‘observe at first hand the activities of the 
service in many widely separated areas of continental United States 
and Alaska. 

Since my retirement 23 years ago to my old home in the Shenandoah 
Valley, where I was born more than three-quarters of a century ago, a 
son of the soil, I have lived surrounded by the George Washington 
National Forest. I remember the forests in the mountains of the 
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Shenandoah Valley region in their primeval stage, essentially un- 
touched by civilization, ‘and magnificant they were 

Unfortunately, they were under private ow nership and, when easy 
transportation was supplied by railroads in the early eighties, without 
chart or compass, the devastation began. By the end of the nineteenth 
century the forests of the mountains had just about reached the status 
of biologic and economic deserts. 

Fires raged season after season; wildlife largely vanished; the 
brooks ceased to flow perennially. Everybody did “what was right 
in his own eyes” and few saw the same way. The forest was a desolate 
waste and, in the hopeless eyes of many, it must remain so, according 
to destiny. 

We dwellers of the valley knew the husbandry of its soils, of live- 
stock, of orchards, but not of the mountains. This was a strange 
art till the Forest Service came to Virginia in the ‘teens, and a new 
era began. 

The Service introduced a new type of husbandry to the mountains, 
beyond the ken of we dwellers in the valley and the mountains. 

At first there was considerable resentment over being deprived of 
certain rights which had come to be considered inalienable. In fact, 
we did not know how to use a forest; did not know what it was for, 
its many possible uses, or that the destiny of our valley and of the 
Nation was so much interlocked with it. We then, as now, often 

cast our eyes to the hills, but failed to recognize the help to be deprived 
tiene them. Now these forests are our pr ide. 

During the long years I have observed the Forest Service and the 
fruits of its work, I have been puzzled—from whence came the peculiar 
genius that inspired it and set it apart as a model of all Federal agen- 
cies in the field of conservation and wise use ! 

More than 30 years ago I was leading an exploratory geological 
party in the Rocky Mountain region and driving across some of the 
large arid basins which occupy so much of that area. I would come to 
a sign reading “Beginning a National Forest,” and not a tree in sight. 
No stretch of my imagination could lead me to see any vegetation 
of forest quality. 

Later, I had the opportunity to inquire of knowing men why the 
national forests included so much nontimber land under their Juris- 
diction. I was told it was to give the Forest Service management of 
as much grazing lands as possible. 

I have been puzzled ever since to know who that far-sighted patriot 
was who drew those forest boundaries on a map of the public doman. 
If I had known at that time that some day in the distant future I 
would have the opportunity to address of group of United States 
Senators, as I am today, I would certainly have made a vigorous 
attempt to find out just who that man was, that he might receive your 
benediction. 

In a well prepared and highly authenticated article in the Yale 
Law Review of March 1951, I read : 


On the whole, the Forest Service’s achievements are distinguished. Conserva- 
tionists praise its work and critics of the executive branch of the Government 
point to it as a model of all Federal agencies. While 76 percent of the Nation’s 
grazing land has declined in fertility during the past 30 years, three-fourths 
of the grasslands in the national forests has improved. 
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(The article referred to appears in full on p. 61.) 

And I understand that the national forest administers about 66 
million acres of grazing land which is not forest land. 

And, may I ask, has anyone seen anything in the national forests 
that has not improved? About what other lands under Federal j juris- 
diction can this be said ? 

The destiny of our country, as all thinking men know, rests basically 
on the management of our soils and waters, and the man who views 
this management otherwise than with the destiny of our Nation and 
civilization in view has no place in this discussion. 

The Federal Government owns a fabulous share of our soils and 
water resources, and it is a serious and shameful thing for patriotic 
and wise men to honestly charge that 76 percent of the most important 
asset of the public domain is daily declining in value, and has been 
for years. We cannot turn the public domain over to private owner- 
ship any more than we can the national forests, which would cer- 

tainly be more attractive to private owners because the United States 
forest lands are well known as a growing asset in numerous ways. 

Nor can we afford to weaken the peculiar genius and versatility of 
the United States Forest Service which has adjusted its fruitful activi- 
ties to a wider range of climate, terrain, soils, habits, and psychology 
of peoples than any other Government agency in the history of the 
management of our basic essential resources. 

Why should anyone desire to change the position or rank of the 
Forest Service? Do they seek its luster and fame? Or do they 
imagine they could improve the value of its services to the Nation, 
or increase its scope in a manner beyond the wisdom of its organ- 
izers and the sagacity of its long galaxy of able administrators ? 

Does anyone know or think that under any jurisdiction the Forest 
Service could be able to produce trees, grass, and conserve waters 
without the soil base, and without relationship to the sciences of agri- 
culture, pure or applied ? 

In the eyes of the State and the Nation it cannot be viewed as merely 

a police or administrative agency, but a constructive and creative 
agency, a husbandman of wide skill and very comprehensive in its 
fields of interest and activities, just as all successful farmers must 
be. 

It is alert to losses by predators, insects, and disease, and seeks sub- 
stitutes suitable to the climate and soils of the area 

For instance, a chestnut resistant to the blight which has destroved 
the chestnuts of the Appalachian Mountains and caused a loss of fabu- 
lous millions of dollars is being restored to the George Washington 
and Jefferson Forests in Virginia. Is this visionary or is it foresight ? 
What agency merits your support that cannot see ahead a hundred 
or 500 years? 

It required no act of Congress nor unusual pressure*of public opin- 
ion to inspire the Forest Service to this duty. The laws of nature 
must be understood and be the basic guides and inspiration of any- 
one who holds so much of the destiny of our Nation and its people 
in its hands. 

I am very proud of the fact that Virginians are more and more 
speaking of the two great national forests in the State as “our forests.” 
When the Federal Government established these forests, suspicions 
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arose. They could not be moved to Washington or Massachusetts; 
they just had to remain in Virginia. 

At the same time, most of the foresters were Yankees— Yale fellows. 
That has only been a short time ago in my memory, only 35 years. 
Even today they are yet mostly Yankees, and the Y ale boys survive. 

When we found we couldn't lick °em, we did like the Chinese, just 
absorbed them. We even gave some of them wives and now every 
forest ranger in Virginia is just as much an unreconstructed rebel 
as the rest of us. We have not absorbed them as persons only, but 
their philosophy of husbandry, and prize the contributions they have 
made to the Old Dominion in the saving and development of our most 
valuable resources. 

We have in Virginia developed a cooperative plan with the Forest 
Service that is regarde dasa model for the Nation and is being followed 
in other States. Virginia is proud of it, and I am convinced the 
Forest Service is also. This has not only resulted in high achieve- 
ments in the management of the important resource of wildlife, but in 
many other respects, incidentally related to it. 

Wherever the Garden Clubs of Virginia conduct a nature study 
camp for children, the Service, characteristic of its vision, gives them 
the most appreciative and active cooperation. Many children under 
the jurisdiction of churches, Sunday schools, welfare agencies, Boy 
Scouts, Girl Scouts, and what not, visit our national forest camps pro- 
vided for them. Through these the Forest Service propagates its 
ideals and the general wholesome attitude in the field of natural human 
environments, which is denied for too many. 

It is not necessary for me to say more. You know Virginia’s atti- 
tude toward the Senate bill 1149, introduced by Mr. Aiken of Ver- 
mont, God bless him, and especially section 7 (a) of this bill, which 
provides for the merging of forest and range management under 
the United States Department of Agriculture. 

The Carman. Thank you very much, Professor. This is a very 
fine statement, a splendid statement, and this idea of absorption is a 
good one. We will try to have the South absorb a few more people 
from the North. 

Mr. Curnr. Thank you. 

The Cuamman. Thank you, very kindly, sir. 

That concludes the hearing scheduled for this morning. The com- 
mittee will recess until tomorrow at 10 o’clock. 

(Thereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
10 a.m., Friday, September 7, 1951.) 
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FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 7, 1951 


Untrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN 
THE Executive DEPARTMENTS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 357, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. John L. McClellan (chairman), pre- 
siding. 

Present: Senators McClellan, Humphrey, Underwood, McCarthy, 
Schoeppel, and Dworshak. . 

Also present: Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk; Glenn K. Shriver, 
Miles Scull, Jr., professional staff members; and Ann M. Grickis, 
assistant chief clerk. 

The CuHarrMan. The committee will come to order. 

Our first witness this morning is Mr. Finan of the Bureau of the 
Budget. Mr. Finan, will you come forward, please? Do you have a 
prepared statement ? 

Mr. Finan. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuatrrMan. Would you prefer to read your statement, or do 
you care to place it in the record and comment on the high points of it / 

Mr. Finan. I prefer to read my statement, if I may, Mr. Chairman. 

The Carman. Very well, sir, you may proceed. Identify your- 
self for the record, please. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM F. FINAN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR 
ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET; 
ACCOMPANIED BY LEE DASHNER, AGRICULTURAL-INTERIOR 
BRANCH, ESTIMATES DIVISION, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Finan. My name is William F. Finan. Iam Assistant Director 
for Administrative Management of the Bureau of the Budget. 

I am glad to have this opportunity to meet with your committee to 
present the views of the Bureau of the Budget on the committee print 
of S. 1149, relating to the organization and administration of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Last year the President submitted Reorganization Plans Nos. 1 to 6 
of 1950, which were similar plans designed to improve the manage- 
ment of the executive departments. The plans vested functions in 
the department heads and gave them power to delegate the functions 
and to transfer records, personnel, and unexpended balances of appro- 
priations. 

The plans were also designed to provide the heads of the depart- 
ments with needed top-level administrative help in the form of addi- 
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tional Assistant Secretaries and Administrative Assistant Secretaries. 
All of the plans were supported as conforming to the recommenda- 
tions of the Hoover Commission. All were accepted by the Congress 
except plans Nos. 1 and 4, dealing with the Department of the Treasury 
and the Department of Agriculture. 

The substance of the plan for the Treasury Department, with some 
modification, was later adopted by the Congress as plan No. 26 of 
1950. 

Several sections of the committee print of S. 1149 embody provisions 
similar to those of plan No. 4 of 1950 and would accomplish for the 
Department of Agriculture improvements in departmental adminis- 
tration which have already been adopted for other civil departments. 

Section 3 creates an additional Assistant Secretary. At present, 
only one Assistant Secretary is authorized for the Department of 
Agriculture, though all other executive departments have at least 
two, and most have three, Assistant Secretaries. 

In view of the size of the Department of Agriculture and the scope 
and complexity of its programs, it is evident that additional Assistant 
Secretaries should be authorized and that an increase of as many as 
two is amply warranted. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point I should like to call your attention to 
the fact that the prepared statement which was submitted to the com- 
mittee yesterday erroneously indicated that two additional Secretaries 
were proposed by the Hoover Commission. The original print of the 
Hoover Peoambianon report called for two additional Assistant Secre- 
taries, but a subsequent correction sheet indicated that the Commis- 
sion actually recommended only one additional Assistant Secretary. 

Section 4 provides for an Administrative Assistant Secretary to be 
appointed by the Secretary under the classified civil service. This 
position was recommended by the Hoover Commission for depart- 
ments to strengthen their management, especially with respect to staff 
and administrative services, and has been authorized for all but two 
of the civil departments. 

Again, it is clear that Agriculture has as great a need for such an 
officer as other departments, and should be similarly equipped. 

Section 5 transfers to the Secretary of Agriculture the functions 
now vested by law in other officers and agencies of the Department, 
and authorizes the Secretary to provide for the performance of any 
of his functions through any officer or employee of the Department. 
This provisions has a twofold purpose. 

In the first place, it eliminates question as to the control of the 
Secretary over the administration of the functions of the Department 
in accordance with the principle enunciated by the Hoover Commis- 
sion that— 
the heads of departments must hold full responsibility for the conduct of their 
departments— 
and— 


there must be a clear line of authority reaching down through every step of 
the organization. 


In the second place, this provision, unless limited by other legis- 
lation, enables the Secretary to determine the internal organization 
of the Department and to adjust its organization to meet changing 
conditions. 
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These are basic principles of effective administration. They have 
now been applied to all the civil departments except the Department 
of Agriculure. Obviously, they are as important and as appropriate 
for the Department of Agriculture as they are for other Federal 
departments. In fact, they have been applied by the Congress in 
the legislation establishing many of the newer functions of ‘the De- 
partment of Agriculture, most of which have been vested by statute 
directly in the Seer etary subject to delegation. 

Section 5 of the committee print, therefore, merely extends to all 
the functions of the Department of Agriculture a principle which 
the Congress has applied to most of the Department’s functions for 
many years, and has accepted for general application to all of the 
other civil departments within the last 2 years. 

All of the provisions which I have thus far discussed represent 
significant steps. toward improved management of the Department 
and merit adoption. 

I should like now to take up the provisions of the committee print 
which are additional to those contained in the 1950 reorganization 
plan. 

Section 6 of the committee print, which deals with the internal 
organization of the Department, gives rise to some ambiguity and 
inconsistency when considered in relation to section 5. On its face, 
section 5 would grant the Secretary continuing authority over the 
organization of his Department. 

Section 6, however, directs the Secretary to organize the Depart- 
ment into the eight designated constituent units recommended by the 
Hoover Commission in its report on the Department of Agriculture. 
Since section 6 fixes the internal organization of the Department, 
it contradicts and destroys the purposes of section 5. 

The specific plan of organization recommended by the Hoover 
Commission for the Department of Agriculture involves many com- 
plex problems upon which I would not wish to pass judgment. This 
plan has been carefully studied by the Department as a basis for per- 
fecting its internal organization, and I underst: and that witnesses 
from the Department are prepared to discuss it.in detail with the 
committee, if that is desired. 

However, to prescribe by statute either that or any other specific 
plan, rega urdless of its merits, would make it impossible to hold the 
Secretary fully accountable to the President, the Congress, and the 
public for the efficient administration of the Department. It would 
also create a barrier to further efforts to keep the organization of 
the Department abreast of changing program needs. 

The CHatrmMan. Let me ask you a question, if you do not mind 
being interrupted at that point: 

What powers do you see in section 5 to be delegated to the Secre- 
tary, with reference to reorganizing the Department? According to 
your interpretation, just what powers are conferred on him by that 
section ¢ 

Assuming we pass the bill in some form with this section 5 in the 
bill, would he have authority under that section to change anything 
that the Congress has specifically legislated in this bill ¢ 

Mr. Finan. My interpretation, Mr. Chairman, would be that he 
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could not, that section 6 would, in effect, nullify section 5, or at least 
it would greatly minimize the authority in the Secretary. 

The Cuamman. That is why the Senate rejected Reorganization 
Plan No. 4 last year. We did not want to delegate such powers to any 
Secretary. 

Now we are confronted with that issue again in this bill. 

Of course, I can appreciate that it is human nature, I guess, for 
anybody who has responsibility to want the authority to do any- 
thing he wants to do, and we find that tendency in Government. All 
legislation we enact would have to delegate some powers and some 
discretion to whoever is to administer the. particular law. 

In this reorganization, however, such a broad provision as section 

presents to me the possibility of our attempting to reorganize a 
Department and then saying to the Secretary, “Whatever you think 
we failed to do, whatever ‘else you want to do, anything that we 
have done that you think we should not have done—here is the —— 
for you to correct it, or to reorganize and make other changes 

If we are going to delegate ‘such powers as that, I think we may 
just as well have enacted or approved Reorganization Plan No. 4, 
and say, “You take it and organize it, Congress does not know how. 
We cannot do anything about it. Here is your power; you organize 
it, and we are going to hold you accountable.” 

That is what this provision is driving at. 

Mr. Finan. Mr. Chairman, that is, in effect, what we are recom- 
mending. 

The CHarrMAN. I am against it: I am telling you that right now. 
If we cannot reorganize it, we should not waste this time. We should 
just pass that section of the bill and let it go. That is the way 1 feel 
about it. 

Mr. Frnan. We would urge that Congress either include section 5 
or section 6, but not both. If they are both enacted into law, a very 
confused situation would result. 

The Cuarrman. I believe you just said you preferred section 5? 

Mr. Finan. Section 5, sir; that is correct. 

The CHatrman.. You prefer section 5. What you mean is you do 
not want Congress to reorganize the Department and specifically set 
out how it feels it should be reorganized, but simply delegate the power 
to the Secretary to do as he pleases and hold him accountable. 

Mr. Frxan. That is correct, sir. 

The CHarrmMan. Well, it may pass; I cannot tell you. But not by 
my vote. I want to be frank about it. 

I think if that is the procedure, if that is all this reorganization is, 
why do we want to hold these hearings and waste this time? Why 
not just hand carte blanche authority to the Secretaries and heads 
of the different agencies and tell them to reorganize in any way they 
want? 

Mr. Frvan. Mr. Chairman, as I am sure you are aware, the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture is the only head of a civil department to which 
Congress has not as yet given such authority. 

The Cuamman. T have been opposed to those powers all the time, 
and I say, you may get them in this bill, but not with my vote. 

What are we going through all of this lost motion for if, in the final 
analysis, we are simply going to delegate the power to the head of 
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an executive department to reorganize that department according to 
his concept of efficient organization, or reorganization? What func- 
tions are we performing if we are simply going to pass a section like 
that and delegate all of the powers away ¢ 

I ask you, can you tell me? Can you give me any logical reason 
why we should be consuming all of this time trying to find out the 
best way to reorganize the Department, if when we get through we are 
just simply going to delegate that power anyhow ¢ 

Mr. Finan. The history of our experience under the other reorgani- 
zation plans of this type which were passed last year, Mr. Chairman, 
is that they have proven of great value in the recent emergency. 

The CHarrmMan. Let us agree that they are of the greatest value 
that can be found; let us just concede that for the sake of argument. 

Why should we be wasting this time, if that is all we are going to 
finally do? Why do we not just do it and get it over W with ? 

Mr. Finan, That is what we would recommend, s 

The CuatrmMan. That is what we want to find eee 

All right, you may proceed. 

Mr. Finan. In this connection, it is important to note that, while 
the Hoover Commission recommended the plan of organization set 
forth in this bill, it did not contemplate that the plan would be pre- 
scribed by statute. In its report on the Department of Agriculture, 
the commission specifically stated that : 

The foundation of good departmental administration is that the Secretary 
shall have authority a the Congress to organize and control his organ- 
metican, © *: * (pat 

Further, in sitet to its proposals on the top structure of the 
Department, the commission said: 

We are not, however, recommending a hard and fast rule. The Secretary 
would determine the organization, be free to amend it and assign the duties 
of the Assistant Secretaries, 

Section 7 of the bill would transfer to the Department of Agri- 
culture the Bureau of Land Management of the Department of the 
Interior, exclusive of its functions with respect to mining and mineral 
resources. 

Consolidation of the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement has often been advocated to make possible unified manage- 
ment of forest and grazing lands, but there has been sharp disagree- 
ment on how to accomplish the consolidation. 

On the basis of their studies, the Hoover Commission task forces 
on agriculture and natural resources both recommended consolida- 
tion, the former in the Department of Agriculture, and the latter in 
a Department of Natural Resources. 

The Bureau of the Budget has given this matter considerable study 
on behalf of the President. While consolidation of public lands under 
a single department and agency has much to commend it, the choice 
of the appropriate department presents a very difficult problem. A 
careful examination of the situation indicates that there is no thor- 
oughly satisfactory answer to the question. 

The administration of public lands involves numerous relations 
both with research and action programs of the Department of Agri- 
culture, and with reclamation, water and mineral resources develop- 
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ment, and the administration of park and Indian lands in the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. There are objections to moving in either direc- 
tion. The Hoover Commission itself was unable to reach agreement 
on the proper solution. 

In view of the complexity of the problems involved in a consolida- 
tion of the land management agencies, it may be that the most practical 
and constructive immediate course would be to develop a program for 
the exchange of adjacent and interrelated land holdings among the 
land management agencies to facilitate operations at the local level. 

Many of the worst difficulties arise from interspersed holdings in the 
present division of lands among these agencies. The correction of 
these anomalies by a carefully worked out program of exchanges 
of holdings would simplify the management of the public lands. This 
possible solution deserves and is receiving further study. 

The Cuatrman. May | interrupt you again ‘ 

Mr. Frnan. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrrman. As I understand your prepared statement here, 
the Bureau of the Budget is unable to take a definite position on the 
proposal to transfer land management to agriculture. You are not 
specifically recommending it; you say it requires further study. Is 
that correct ¢ 

Mr. Frvan. We are opposing that specific provision in this bill at 
this time, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. That is what I mean. 

Mr. Finan. We still have this entire problem under study, and we 
are unable at this time to make a more specific other recommendation 
than that which appears in this statement. 

The Cuamman. I may say for myself that it has presented a very 
difficult problem to me. I hear one person testify, and, from his 
argument it seems desirable to get these lands under one management, 
and on the face of it, it seems to me it should be in Agriculture. 

Then when you hear the Secretary of Interior testify, it becomes 
very complicated, as you say, and there is strong argument on the 
other side. 

I, personally, have been unable, up to now, to reach any conclusion 
about it, and I ene I gathered from your statement that that is 
about the conclusion, or lack of conclusion, that the Bureau of the 
Budget has. 

Mr. Finan. That is correct. 

The CuarrmMan. With reference to this proposal. 

Mr. Finan. That is correct, sir. 

The CuHamman. You say you are now conducting further studies 
on it, I believe? 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

The Crate MAN. Can you give any indication as to how soon you 
think the Budget Bureau might be able to submit to us a recommenda- 
tion with respect to it ? 

Mr. Finan. I am afraid I cannot do that, Mr. Chairman. It will 
not be a proposal over which we will have complete control, 

Obviously, it will be a Presidential matter. 

The Cuatrman. I can appreciate that, but it may be early next year 
sometime before this bill will actually come up in the Senate for 
action, and I wondered if there is any prospect that in this interim 
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period that the Bureau of the Budget would be able to come to some 
conclusion about it and submit its recommendations. 

Mr. Frxan. I would hate to be committed to a specific date at this 
time. 

The Cuairman. I do not want you to commit yourself. I was only 
asking you for information. 

Assuming we get the bill reported out before Congress adjourns, I 
would not anticipate, under the circumstances, that the Senate could 
act upon it before adjournment, certainly not if they were to meet the 
deadline and goal set now for around October 1. 

If there is no prospect of your reaching a decision by that time, 
and we should report the bill out, the question arises, would it be 
advisable to strike this section from the bill until after this study 
has been completed and we could have the benefit of the bureau’s 
recommendation ¢ 

Mr. Fixan. That is what we would recommend, sir. We would 
recommend that this bill be confined to matters of internal administra- 
tion of the Department of Agriculture. 

The CuatrmMan. Primarily, I think, all you want is section 
not / 

Mr. Finan. And a few other sections; yes, sir. 

The CHatrmMan. A few others, all right. We can have honest differ- 
ences of opinion about it. 

Mr. Finan. The committee print also provides for the transfer of 
the agricultural part of the vocational education program from the 
Office of Education to the Department of Agriculture. In this the bill 
departs entirely from the recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission. Neither the commission nor any of 
mended this transfer. 

While each segment of the vocational education program involves 
subject matter relations with other Federal agencies, vocational edu- 

cation is carried on through the secondary schools and is an integral 
part of the total educ ational program. The transfer of the agri- 
cultural branch of vocational education to the Department of Agri- 
culture would compel State school oflicials to go to two Federal 
agencies for grants and technical assistance, and would interfere with 
development of sound and well balanced State and local educational 
programs. 


5, 1s it 


its task forces recom- 


Such a division of the vocational education program is clearly un- 
desirable. If carried to its logical conclusion, it would involve the 
transfer of training in the distributive trades to the Department of 
Commerce and of industrial training to the Labor Department, and 
would mean the fragmentation of the vocational education program. 

The Cuatrman. 11 may say at this point that as of now I am in com- 
plete agreement with the views you have just Space To enable 
me to make a final decision on it, I should like to hear further testi- 
mony with respect to this section, but I am pretty much impressed 
that vocational education is education primarily and not agriculture, 
as such. 

And there would have to be some pretty strong argument presented 
from some competent source to get me to change that view. 

As I see it now, I think it would be a mistake to transfer vocational 
education from the Office of Education. I do not mean I am necessar- 
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ily happy with every arrangement that now exists with regard to the 
Office of Education, but I think if we are trying to align and reorgan- 
ize the functions of Government into agencies to place them where 
the primary function belongs, it seems to me it would be a mistake 
to take educational functions that are primarily educational functions 
away from the Office of Education. 

Mr. Finan. That is certainly our feeling, sir. 

The Cuairman. All right. I commend the Bureau of the Budget 
on its conclusions on that point. 

Mr. Finan. Section 8 of the bill amends section 32 of the act of 
August 24, 1935, by eliminating the permanent appropriation of 30 
percent of customs receipts to remove surplus agricultural commod- 
ities from the market and substituting annual appropriations in such 
amounts as Congress may determine. 

In recent years, 30 percent of customs receipts has amounted to 
abort ‘125 million annually. For several years these amounts have 
very substantially exceeded the sums which could be expended for the 
purpose stipulated i in the act, with the result that about $117 million 
has accumulated in the fund to which the money is credited. This, 
plus about $159 million—30 percent of the 1950 calendar year customs 
receipts— makes about $276 million available in fiscal year 1952. 
Obligations in fiscal year 1951 were less than $40 million. This situa- 
tion emphasizes the desirability of the change made by section 8 of 
the bill. 

In general, permanent appropriations remove the activities they 
finance from regular annual budgetary review by the President and 
the Congress. 

In this particular case, the permanent appropriation is more than 
ordinarily serious because the amount of the appropriation, 30 per- 
cent of customs receipts in the preceding calendar year, fluctuates 
considerably and tends to vary in inverse relation to the amount 
needed for the purpose to which the money is applied. 

As a rule, customs receipts rise in periods of prosperity when the 
domestic demand for farm products is greatest and decline in periods 
of depression when the demand for farm products is lowest and the 
problem of farm surpluses most acute. For these reasons, the sub- 
stitution of annual appropriations for the present provision would 
be definitely desirable. 

Another feature of the bill, contained in sections 9 and 10, is the 
abolition of State and local agricultural committees and the creation 
of a single State agricultural ‘advisory council in each State and one 
county agricultur: al advisory council in each county. 

While a simplification of the present network of State and local 
agricultural committees may be desirable, the creation of a single 
hierarchy of agricultural councils by statute is much too rigid and 
may well inter rfere with the most effective citizen participation in 
some of the agricultural programs. The detailed organization of 
Federal agricultural activities in the field, including the use of citizen 
committees, is a matter which properly should be left flexible to be 
worked out by administrative action as needs and experience indicate. 

The CuHarrman. At that point, again, that is where section 5 would 
play an important part, would it not? 
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Mr. Finan. Mr. Chairman, we feel that this section would, if not 
nullify, at least greatly limit the effect of section 5. 

The Cuarrman. That is what I am saying exactly. In other words, 
instead of having Congress determine whether there should be one 
State committee and one committee for each county, you prefer to 
leave it to the discretion of the Secretary to determine how many 
citizens’ committees should be established; is that correct? 

Mr. Finan. That is correct, sir. 

The CuHarrman. I want to ask another question at this point: 

If Congress should determine that, then should it be left to the 
discretion of the Secretary as to whether those committeemen should 
be paid? What would we do about that ! 

Mr. Finan. That is a matter which Congress controls today, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHarrman. We control all of this by appropriations. 

Mr. Finan. That is correct. 

The CHairman. But if we delegate the power and authorize the 
use of that discretion by the Administrator and the Administrator 
establishes a committee, we are certainly under obligation, then, to 
pay them. At least, there is an implied if not an expressed moral 
obligation, if not legal, for Congress to appropriate the money to 
pay the committeemen. Do you think that Congress should delegate 
that discretion and power to the Secretary to create that obligation 
on the part of the Government, where Congress would have no alter- 
native except to make the appropriations, whatever it requires, to 
pay them without first passing upon the amount and determining the 
number of committeemen that are to be paid ¢ 

Mr. Finan. I may be wrong, but I do not believe I am, Mr. Chair- 
man, and it is my own understanding, assuming the enactment of 
this bill with section 5 minus this section, I do not believe that in 
the absence of other authorizing legislation and an appropriation 
for that purpose that the Secretary could pay these committeemen, 
nor do I believe that he could even create what you might call a moral 
obligation to pay them. 

The Cuamman, He may not pay them, but if you give him the 
discretion, we are confronted here with a proposal that the C ongress 
legislate by statute how many or what committees can be appointed, 
and what obligations shall be incurred. 

Certainly with this authorization here in this section if we authorize 
these committees and also authorize that they be paid, then there is 
the moral obligation that we establish and we take the responsibility 
for it, and they would simply make appropriations to pay them. 

Now, if we simply shirk that responsibility as we see it, and we 
do not undertake to establish the number of committees, but leave 
it to the discretion of the Secretary and he creates a large number 
of committees, one in each county for forestry, and one in each county 
for soil conservation, and another one for something else. and then 
goes on down into the townships and creates township committees 
and so forth, it looks like we are just absolutely abrogating our re- 
sponsibility and delegating those powers to an administrator to create 
obligations that we would be morally obligated to make appropriations 
to redeem. 
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I just do not see it. The further we go in that direction, the less 
use there is to retain a Congress, the powers should all just be dele- 
gated to the executive branch of the Government, because if we are 
going to permit the executive branch of the Government to create 
obligations without authority, or by delegated authority, then we 
are losing control of the purse strings in the Congress. 

Mr. Frnan. If your interpretation of this section is correct, Mr. 
Chairman, you would be doing that, but that is not my interpretation. 

The CHarmman. I thought I understood your interpretation of 
section 5. 

Mr. Finan. This would not create a situation under which the 
Secretary, without authorization from the Congress, could create 
obligations to spend Federal funds. 

The Cuarrman. By what authority are we paying these committee- 
men now? Where is the specific authorization for their pay? 

Mr. Frxan. I am not prepared to answer that question myself. I 
have another gentleman from the bureau here who I believe can 
answer that. 

The CHarrman. Maybe there is some other authorization for it, 
but I do not recall it. I would like to know. 

Mr. Finan. I would like to call on Mr. Dashner of the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Mr. Dasuner. I am afraid I cannot answer that just off the cuff. 
I would have to check on the statutory authority. I suppose you 
are referring to the county committees or the credit committees ! 

The CHairman. Whatever committeemen you pay today. 

Mr. Dasuner. I am sorry, I do not have that here. 

Mr. Finan. Could we have that prepared ¢ 


The Cuarrman. Yes, I wish you would, please. 

In some instances it may be established by law, I understand, but 
I want to get that in the record; how it is being done today, and 
whether the delegation of this power under section 5 would abrogate 
those statutes, or whether the provisions in the section we are now 
discussing with reference to these county committes would affect it. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


The statutory authority for the creation of committees utilized by the De- 
partment of Agriculture, together with information as to numbers of committees, 
and compensation of members was presented as an enclosure with the Secretary 
of Agriculture’s letter of August 24, 1951, to the committee. These data are 
summarized below: 
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STATUTORY AUTHORITY 


The 32,185 State, county, and community committees of the Production and 
Marketing Administration have been established in accordance with section 8b 
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended (16 U. 8S. C. 
590 (b)). 

The Farmers Home Administration Act of 1946 (7 U. S. C. 1016) authorizes 
and directs the Secretary to appoint a committee of three members in each 
county in which activities are conducted. There are 3,075 of these committees. 
In addition, there have been established 49 State advisory committees (one in 
each State and one in Hawaii) under the general authorities of the Secretary 
contained in this act (7 U. S. C. 1015). 

With the exception of five local grazing permittee advisory boards authorized 
by the Granger-Thye Act (16 U. S. C. A. 580K), the committees, councils, and 
boards concerned with Forest Service activities have been organized under regu- 
lations of the Forest Service. 

The governing bodies of the 2,373 soil conservation districts existing on July 
1, 1951, are organized under laws of the several States and Territories. They 
are not Federal bodies and are not federally appointed. Membership usually 
consists of five local residents, serving without compensation. Per diem costs 
allowed members are paid from non-Federal funds. 

The Cooperative Extension Service committees are appointed by the local and 
State extension services and not by the United States Department of Agriculture. 
In 1950 there were 2,119 counties reporting a type of committee or council, 
coperating with the agricultural college and local appropriating body in the 
over-all management and conduct of extension work. Also, 2,714 counties re- 
ported that in 1950 there were one or more special county program-planning 
committees, composed of 461,008 volunteer members serving without pay. 


ESTIMATE OF POSSIBLE SAVINGS 


At a later point in the discussion Senator Underwood requested that this 
statement be expanded to include an estimate of possible savings if the State, 
county, and local committees were reorganized in conformity with sections 9 
and 10 of the committee print of S. 1149. 

Section 9 would abolish all existing State, county, and local agricultural com- 
mittees except the State and county agricultural credit service committees and 
the committees on grazing and forestry. Section 10 would create in their stead 
one advisory council in each State and in each agricultural county. 

All Forest Service and Extension Service committees serve without compensa- 
tion, and those concerned with the Soil Conservation Service program receiving 
compensaticn are not paid from Federal funds. The advisory committees of the 
Farmers Home Administration are exempted by section 9. While the State and 
county cemmittees of the Production and Marketing Administration would be 
abolished by section 9, section 10 would create and equal number of paid State 
and county advisory councils. However, no replacement is provided for the 
29,106 community committees of the PMA which would he abolished by section 9. 
Thus, the main effect of these sections on the committee structure wolld be to 
eliminate the PMA community committees and to substitute the new State and 
county advisory councils for the present PMA State and county committees 
which are performing administrative functions. 

Since the State, county, and community committees of the PMA handle the 
actual administration of the PMA program in the field, the elimination of the 
community committees and the substitution of advisory councils for the State 
and county committees would necessitate the employment of considerable addi- 
tional Federal personnel. Consequently, we are unable to make a satisfactory 
estimate of the cost under the bill. 


Mr. Dasuner. Here is a brief reference, Mr. Chairman, to the 
authority for county committees in the Production and Marketing 
Administration—section 8 (b) of the Soil Conservation Domestic 
Allotment Act. 

The Crarrman. Pardon me? 

Mr. Dasuner. I say, the authority for the county committees of 
the Production and Marketing Administration is referred to here as 
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section 8 (b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act. 
That is the bulk of the community or local level committees in the 
Department of Agriculture, roughly 32,000 county and community 
committees. 

The CuHarrMan. Thirty-two thousand. How many are on each com- 
mittee? Does that vary some? 

Mr. Dasuner. No. In the PMA set-up I believe there are three to 
five members at the State level, but the county and community com- 
mittees are generally composed of three members. 

The CramrMan. Then you have around 100,000 committee mem- 
bers ¢ 

Mr. Dasuner. Three times 32,000. I would say 96,000. 

The CHairMan. Some have five, so we have around 100,000 or more. 

Mr. Dasuner. That is within the Production and Marketing Ad- 
ministration. 

For Farmers Home Administration, sir, the statutory reference is 
the act of 1946, which provides for county committees of three mem- 
bers each. They have a little over 3,000 of those committees of three 
members each. The statutory authority there is the Farmers Home 
Administration Act of 1946 (7 U.S. C. 1016). 

The Cuarrman. Let me ask you this: In view of those statutes, if 
we enacted section 5 of this bill#would you interpret that section to 
confer upon the Secretary powers to increase the number of those 
committees and establish others, or to abolish committees and estab- 
lish others ¢ 

Mr. Finan. If I may, Mr. Chairman, I should like to answer that 
question in a little different way, and to say that it is our understand- 
ing that section 5 would in no way amend these other acts under which 
the Secretary is operating to which Mr. Dashner just referred. 

In other words, he would neither have more nor less authority than 
those acts specifically give him. 

The Cuammany. Section 5 does not by implication repeal those 
acts ? 

Mr. Finan. That certainly would not be my understanding. 

The Cuatrman. All right; you may proceed. 

Mr. Finan. The final section of the committee print provides for a 
study of food and drug regulation by the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget. It directs that a plan be prepared for consolidating, in- 
sofar as is feasible, food-regulation functions in Agriculture and 
drug-regulation functions in the Federal Secur ity Agency. 

In effect, this means that the Bureau is directed to conduct a study 
to arrive at a predetermined answer. If a new study is to be made, 
the result should not be prescribed in advance. The agency or group 
conducting the study should be free to make the organizational recom- 
mendations which it finds to be most sound. 

In this connection, it should be pointed out that the Food and Drug 
Administration was transferred from Agriculture to the Federal 
Security Administration in 1940 because it was felt that an agency 
primarily concerned with the health and welfare of the general public 
afforded 2 more suitable location for the enforcement of legislation 
te protect consumers from impure and harmful foods, drugs, and 
cosmetics, than did a department, primarily concerned with agricul- 
tural production. 
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To summarize, in the view of the Bureau of the Budget the pro- 
visions of the committee print of S. 1149 establishing an additional 
Assistant Secretary and an Administrative Assistant Secretary, trans- 
ferring functions to the Secretary with authority to delegate them to 
subordinates, and providing for annual appropr iations in place of the 
permanent appropriation of customs ree eipts for disposing of agri- 
cultural surpluses would be definitely advantageous. 

We also feel that the Department of Agriculture should continue 
its efforts to simplify and perfect its internal organization in Wash- 
ington and in the field. 

But we are strongly convinced that the structure of the Department 
should not be prescribed by statute. 

As the Hoover Commission repeatedly indicated departmental 
organization should be under the control of the department heads 
so that they may adjust it as conditions change and experience in- 
dicates the way to improvement. 

Finally, we would urge that the bill be limited to matters of internal 
administration of the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the remarks contained in my pre- 
pared statement, I should like to call the attention of the committee 
to two features of the committee print, regarding which we would 
suggest what might be called tec chal or per fecting amendments. 

On page 3, line 20, the bill requires the Secretary ‘of Agriculture to 
make a special report to the Congress prior to the submission of the 
budget estimate for the Department for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952. 

Of course, that estimate was actually submitted to the Congress some 
months ago. The Department will have submitted within the next 
2 weeks or so to the ong of the Budget its estimates for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 195: 

We would suggest that ‘the year 1952 be changed, preferably, to 
1954. If it is 1953 and the act were passed now, the Secretary would 
have a very limited amount of time—between now and January, to 
be exact—to do the very numerous things called for here, and to 
make a report to Congress on them. 

The Cuatrman. I do not personally expect that this bill, in what- 
ever form we pass it, will become law before the 1st of January. Of 
course, it would be necessary to make that change. 

Mr. Finan. Then fiscal 1954 would be more appropriate ? 

The CuatrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Finan. Then on page 7 of the bill, beginning on line 8 in sub- 
section (b) of section 7, it calls for the transfer of property and 
records relating primarily to the functions transferred under this 
section and to be transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Now, the functions covered in this section are functions of the 
Department of the Interior and the Federal Security Agency. We 
would recommend that this section include a provision under which 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget would make a determina- 
tion as to the property and records which related primarly to the 
functions transferred, otherwise the matter would be left open, and 
there would be no arbiter, shall we say, to make that determination. 

The Cuatrman. I think that is a very good suggestion; very good 
indeed. 
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Mr. Finan. That concludes my presentation, Mr. Chairman. 
will be happy to answer any additional questions you may have. 

The CuamrMan. I think you have presented very forcibly the views 
of the Bureau of the Budget. With some of them, I disagree, as I 
have indicated, I think it tinally resolves itself down to this: 

On the basis of the Hoover Commission recommendations and such 
other recommendations or conclusions that may be arrived at from 
the study we are trying to make in these hearings, whether we should 
undertake to reorganize a department by statute, or whether we 
should simply delegate that power to the Secretary. 

As I understand it, you oppose section 6 of the bill where we do 
undertake to spell out some of the reorganization, and say you prefer 
that we just simply enact section 5 and strike section 6. 

And as | understand you, you are apprehensive that if section 6 
remains in the bill it might have the e ffec ‘t of abrogating the authority 
delegated in section 5 to the extent and insofar as section 6 spells 
out the will of Congress as to how the Department should be reor- 
ganized. Is that correct ! 

Mr. FiNan. That is correct. 

The CuHatrman. Am I correct that there was a survey made last 
year, that the Congress appropriated funds for it and a survey was 
made last year with reference to transferring the Bureau of Land 
Management to the Department of Agric ulture, and is that what you 
referred to when you said the Bureau of the Budget is studying the 
problem now ¢ 

Mr. Finan. That is part of the study which we still have underway, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. That is part of it? 

Mr. Finan. You will recall that after the submission of the Hoover 
Commission recommendations regarding the entire executive branch, 
all of them were placed under study. There were a number of studies 
in which it was necessary for the Bureau to participate quite actively. 
This was one of the areas 

Jointly with the Department of Agriculture and the Department of 
Interior we have completed up to this point some very extensive field 
surveys in this entire land-management area. They have not brought 
us to the stage, as yet, where we have been in a position to make any 
definitive recommendations to the President. 

I do not think I can emphasize too much, nor do I think it is really 
necessary for me to emphasize to this committee, the difficulty of t] 
particular problem, as you just indicated a few minutes ago, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Cuamman. I did not say this to be critical in any sense. 

Mr. Finan. I understand that. 

The Cuarmman. I was trying to determine if there was some dupli- 
cation here if we authorize such a study, and I wondered how much 
we were spending on the study, and when you referred to that you 
were now making a study of it whether it was the same study. 

Mr. Frxan. No special appropriation was made to finance this 
study, Mr. Chairman. It is conducted by the regular staff of the 
Bureau of the Budget out of our regular ap propriation. 

The Cratman. Do you have any idea what it is costing? 
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Mr. Frnan. No, sir. I merely would hazard a guess that up to this 
point it has been a relatively nominal sum. 

The Cuatrman. It has been generally done along with the other 
duties, I assume ? 

Mr. Frxan. That is correct, sir. I might say that the time of two 
or three staff members has been taken plus the expense involved in 
some fairly extensive travel, but in total it would only aggregate a 
few thousand dollars. 

The Cxarman. I want to personally express my appreciation for 
your presence this morning because while we do get conflicting views, 
and I may disagree with something that you recommend, or the 
Bureau of the Budget recommends, still I think that is our duty here 
if we are to function at all. 

If we are to meet our responsibility it is to get those before us 
who can be helpful and who can present the different viewpoints and 
the logic and reason for them and let us weigh them. That is why 
Tam opposed to delegating all of this power. It seems to me we are 
simply abrogating our functions and our responsibility. 

Mr. Finan. You know, Mr. Chairman, that we are always happy 
to work with this committee. 

The Cuairman. You have been very, very helpful, indeed, and I 
appreciate it, and I want you to know that. Although I may dis- 
agree with you sometimes and express my opinion sometimes, it does 
not mean that I do not appreciate the work of the Bureau of the 
Budget. It is very helpful and very vital in many instances. 

In many instances I have to defer to your judgment, and I gladly 
do so. 

But when you get down to something that I think is very basically 
fundamental, as I feel about this provision of section 5 of the bill, 
that is another thing. It may have to come to that in this modern 
day of overgrown and complicated government: I don’t know. 

Mr. Frvay. Our feeling, Mr. Chairman, is that with a provision 
of this type rather than placing the head of an agency in a position 
to disregard the will of Congress, or to be reckless or irresponsible in 
the manner in which he organizes his department, it actually places 
the President, the Congress, and the public in a much better position 
to hold him responsible for the efficient and effective management of 
his agency. 

The Cuarrman. How would you hold him responsible? If we 
delegate that power and the Secretary goes down there and does 
something which two-thirds of the Congress disagree with, how 
would we hold him responsible ? ; 

Mr. Frnan. Well, I have my doubts that if he were aware that 
two-thirds of Congress were in disagreement that the Secretary would 
take a step of that kind. 

The Cuarrman. I do not know that it would occur, but we certainly 
are inviting it to occur. 

Mr. Frxan. If you reverse the situation, however, Mr. Chairman, 
and have a situation in which the internal organization of an agency 
is rigidly defined in the statute, the head of ‘that agency always can 
use that as an excuse when either the President or Congress, or the 
public, criticize him for inefficient or ineffective management. He 
could say, “If I had the authority to organize my department, I could 
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take care of these problems about which you are complaining, but 
ITean’t. Lam in astraitjacket here.” 

The CHairman. Let us talk about holding him accountable a minute. 
Let us take this into consideration: Suppose I say, “Well, I do not 
know whether the vocational educational services should be trans- 
ferred to the Department of Agriculture. I will just pass that over 
to the President, or to somebody that he has appointed, the Bureau 
of the Budget, or somebody else, and give them the discretion to do 
it, and then it is done.” 

Suppose the school people of my State disagree with it entirely. 
They would write me. 

Now. who is responsible to them ¢ 

Mr. Frnan. For a step of that kind, under the conditions you de- 
scribe, it is the President. 

The Cuamrman. The President. I would have no responsibility ? 
Do you think they would take that as an excuse? Do you think that 
would clear me with the people who vote for me? 

Mr. Finan. Probably not, sir; probably not. 

The CHaiman. We have got to think of a little responsibility, too, 
you know. Somebody is holding us responsible. That is the point I 
am making, and I think constitutionally so. I mean, I think it is our 
constitutional duty, and that duty is imposed on us by the Constitu- 
tion. 

I just doubt the wisdom of our delegating it away. I am not think- 
ing of my political fortunes, but I am thinking about a conscientious 
view of the duties that I am charged to perform. I do not think I 
could absolve myself of any blame and say, “Well, you have to hold 
the Secretary of Agriculture responsible. You have to hold the Presi- 
(lent responsible. You have to hold the Bureau of the Budget respon- 
sible for that. I did not do it.” 

Well, I could ee prevented it at one time. I maybe could not if 
I delegated the power, but I could have prevented it happening if I 
performed my duty, and possibly it would not have happened and 
could not have happened. That is what we get back to, where the 
real responsibility lies. 

Senator Underwood ¢ 

Senator Unperwoop. I did not understand whether you favor the 
provision concerning the Food and Drug Division, or not. 

Mr. Finan. Senator, we will be very happy to make the survey 
called for in this section. 7 

Senator UnpERwoop. You are not recommending anything? 

Mr. Finan. We are objecting to this particular langu: age, which has 
the appearance, at least, of telling us what our conclusions should be. 

Senator Unverwoop. | think the Food and Dr ug Division is prob- 
ably the most efficient agency of the Government, and why in the 
world you want to disturb one of those when it is working all right, 
I do not understand. 

The only thing you recommend is a survey / 

Mr. Finan. This section of this bill, Senator, would call for a sur- 
vey by the Bureau of the Budget. But the way it is presently worded 
it, in effect, tells us what our conclusions shall be after we have made 
the survey. It is only the latter feature of it to which we object. 
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Senator UNprerwoop. The other thing I was very much interested 
in was I think you are absolutely right in your statement here about 
the danger of trying to set up an inflexible heir: archy of agricultural 
councils | by statute. That is what I am afraid of. 

I think that these local committees are working very, very effec- 
tively now, even though they have had mushroom growth. 

Do you think you could give us some figures, in ‘those which you 
were going to furnish for the record, as to what these committes are 
costing now in total, because those figures are valuable, and also what 
they would cost under this proposed plan, and whether there is a 
method by which Congress could authorize these committees without 
creating a permanent strongly entrenched agricultural power ¢ 

Mr. Finan. We would be happy to. 

(The information requested appears on p. 220.) 

Senator UNpEerwoop. In other words, I think it is what we are try- 
ing to et away from either way. I do not think we want to create 
one by legislation, or let one grow up through the Department. 

If you can get any suggestions along that line, put them in with 
your other statement. 

Mr. Frvan. We shall be glad to do that, sir. 

Senator Unperwoop. I think it would be very helpful to us. 

Mr. Frnan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Unperwoop. That is all I have. 

The CuarrMan. Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator Dworsuax. Mr. Finan, you proposed in your testimony 
exchange of adjacent and interrelated land holdings among the land 
management agencies to facilitate operations at the local level. 

Do you not “think that would be temporizing with this problem 
and that you would not achieve unified land management through 
that procedure? You still have a duplicating set-up, do you not! 

Mr. Finan. You definitely would still have two land management 
agencies in two separate executive departments; that is correct. 

Senator DworsHak. This may be a sort of a piecemeal approach. 
You do not think that is the final solution, do you! 

Mr. Finan. The ultimate solution, I doubt it, but it is something 
that we recently decided to explore as an immediate step. 

Senator Dworsnak. It might take several years to accomplish this 
purpose, and then finally you would still have your dual set-up and 
you would be facing the same problems that we have faced for the 
past years. 

Mr. Frvan. 1 am not sure how long it would take, sir, but when you 
are finished you would still have a dual set- up. 

Senator Dworsiak. Then it is not really a solution, is it? 

Mr. Frvan. It would, at least, I think, be an improvement over 
the present situation. 

Senator Dworsnak. It might facilitate the management at the 
local level in a few instances so that you might have it so that you 
would be dealing with one agency, but in the over-all administration 
of the natural resources, it would not accomplish much. You believe 
that, do you not? 

Mr. Frvan. It would still leave two departments with major re- 
sponsibilities in land management. 
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Senator Dworsnak. I have been impressed by your statement. I 
think it covers many vital problems. But I wonder if the Bureau 
has given any consideration to the economies which might be effected 
through this proposed reorganization, Have you any comments to 
make on that point? 

Mr. Finan. Lam afraid not, sir. I assume you are referring to the 
reorganization plan which is laid out in this bill. I think it would 
be more appropriate for the Secretary of Agriculture to comment 
on that. 

Senator DwersHak. I do not know whether your studies had dis- 
closed any economies or any greater efficiencies. 

Mr. Finan. As you know, the provisions of this bill are quite 
general. I think it would be impossible, working from this bill, to 

make any estimates whatever as to what economies or additional 
expenses perhaps might be required. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Humphrey ? 

Senator Humeurey. I have no questions. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

Give my regards to Mr. Lawton. 

Mr. Finan. I shall do that. 

The Cuarrman. | have a very high regard for him. 

Mr. Finan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humrnurey. Mr. Chairman, I should like to take this 
opportunity of placing in the record so that the committee will have 
it for its study and observation, a letter that I received, dated Septem- 
ber 6, 1951, from Mr. Harry C. Schmid, president of the National 
Association of State Directors of Vocational Education and State 
Director of Vocational Education in the State of Minnesota. 

This letter refers to Senate bill 1149, section 7, which is that section 
that provides for the transfer of vocational agricultural training 
from the Office of Education to the Department of Agriculture. 

The letter is in opposition to such a transfer, an opposition in which 
I personally concur, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. That may be placed in the record at this point. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


AMERICAN VOCATIONAL ASSOCIATION, INC., 
OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
Washington 5, D. C., September 6, 1951. 
Hon. Huserr H. HuMpHrReY, 
Senate Office Buiiding, Washington, D. C. 

DraR SENATOR HUMPHREY: I have just received a special delivery letter from 
the Agricultural Teachers Association in the State of Minnesota, in which they 
express their thoughts about section 7 in Senate bill 1149. I would appreciate it 
if you would get this in the record of this committee, which is now considering 
the bill. 

On May 38, 1951, the National Association of State Directors of Vocational 
Education met at the Raleigh Hotel, at which time they had studied section 7 
of this bill, and, as a result of their deliberations and thorough discussion 
of the serious implications of this change, they voted unanimously to oppose 
the change of transfering vocational argicultural education from the United 
States office of Education to the United States Department of Agriculture, as 
proposed in this bill. These men are the administrators for the vocational pro- 
gram in the 48 States and Territories of the United States and know the problems 
involved in administering a functioning vocational program, 

I wish to make the following observations in protest of the proposed transfer 
At present, we have the following agricultural employees of the USDA working 
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with local agricultural personnel: Extension service agents (county agents), 
representatives of the Soil Conservation Service, Farm Home Security Adminis- 
tration, Forestry Division, etc. These persons are employees of the Federal 
Goternment, paid directly by the USDA. 

The local vocational argiculture instructor is hired by a local school board, 
paid by a local school board, directed by a local school board, thereby preserving 
the great American local autonomy which we all desire to maintain, 

As administrator in the State for this vocational program, I have found that 
local school superintendents and principals, as well as board members, are 
skeptical about dealing with programs that have Federal financing and Federal 
direction. It has been extremely hard for our State staff to have agricultural 
programs established in all the communities in the State of Minnesota which 
should be served by this special program because they fear these Federal ties, 
We are just now gettting to a point where this program is acceptable because 
we have shown that there is no Federal interference or no State interference 
and that the instructor is responsible to the local administration, employed 
by the local board. I believe this transfer to the USDA would cause a large 
number of argicultural departments to be dropped from our public school 
program, thereby eliminating these special educational benefits that are so 
needed in this major industry in this State. 

The personnel of the United States Office of Education are specialists, trained 
in education, selected as leaders in their particular field of education. This 
is not necessarily true of the personnel in USDA. A graduate of an agricul- 
tural college is not necessarily qualified to teach vocational agricultural sub- 
jects. 

Very sincerely, 
Harry C. ScHMIp, 
President, National Association of State Directors of Vocational Edu- 
cation and State Director of Vocational Education, Minnesota. 


Senator Humrnurey. I also ask that a letter dated September 4, 
1951, directed to Mr. Harry Schmid, State director of vocational edu- 
cation for the State of Minnesota, and president of the American 


Vocational Association, likewise be incorporated in the record. 
This again refers to section 7 of the pending bill, and is in oppo- 
sition to the proposal which is before the committee, to transfer to 
the Department of Agriculture the agricultural vocational education. 
The CHairman. That may be placed in the record. 
(The information referred to is as follows :) 


MINNESOTA VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURE INSTRUCTORS ASSOCIATION, 
Morris, Minn., September 4, 1951. 
Mr. HArry ScHMID, 
State Director of Vocational Education, 
% M. D. Mobley, Executive Secretary, American Vocational Association, 
Washington 5, D. C. 


Dear Srr: As secretary-treasurer of the Minnesota Vocational Agriculture 
Instructors Association and instructor in the veterans-on-the-farm training pro- 
gram at Morris, Minn., I am writing to you regarding Senate bill 1149, section 7. 
This section proposes the transfer of vocational agriculture from the Office of 
Education, Federal Security Agency to the United States Department of Agri- 
eulture. The bill, in general, deals with the reorganization of the USDA and 
is an outgrowth of the Hoover Commission report. The bill was introduced 
by Senator George Aiken of Vermont and has recently been revised. 

Vocational agriculture is now and has been for many years an integrated 
part of the high-school curriculum in Minnesota. In the State at present there 
are appreximately 190 high schools offering vocational agriculture to rural boys 
and girls in the ninth, tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grades. In addition to the 
high school program, vocational agriculture teachers are offering training to 
out of school youth and adult groups. The Future Farmers of America organi- 
zation has grown immensely in Minnesota and throughout the Nation. Minne- 
sota currently has more than 8,000 members in this organization. 

The vocational agriculture teachers of Minnesota are opposed to the transfer 
of vocational agriculture to the USDA for several reasons: 
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1. Vocational agriculture offers a thorough and intensive type of agricultural 
education aimed specifically at establishment in farming. Very few, if any, 
of the educational programs presently sponsored by the USDA with which we 
are familiar on the community level offer this type of training which we con- 
sider essential in the agricultural education of rural people. 

2. We, as a group, feel that as a result of such a merger, vocational agriculture 
probably would be removed from the secondary schools. To this possibility 
we very strenuously object. High school agriculture departments are funda- 
mentally interested in the education of school pupils in accordance to their 
individual needs as they relate to their home situations. 

3. We cannot visualize any significant monetary saving that could be made 
by transferring vocational agriculture into the USDA. . 

4. The original Hoover Commission report did not recommend the transfer. In 
its Task Force Report on Public Welfare (appendix P) it states that they 
believe that the removal of the program in vocational agriculture from the 
Federal educational agency would be detrimental to the best interest of educa- 
tion in the States. 

5. According to the revised bill the Extension Service, Vocational Agriculture, 
and Soil Conservation Service will become autonomous units in the Agricultural 
Consultation Service. Under such an arrangement the true identity and educa- 
tional value of vocational agriculture may become extinct. 

6. The USDA is not an educational organization. Its primary function is 
research and administration of various agricultural programs such as PMA, 
Soil Conservation, and others. 

7. Presently there are no relationships between the USDA and our State public 
high school agriculture departments. It would seem strange to have a segment 
of our high schools operating under a Federal agency in Washington. 

8. To the best of our knowledge, the Secretary of Agriculture is not qualified 
to conduct a public school program. 

9, The politics which is ever present in the USDA should not be permitted 
to creep into any phase of training in the public school system. This would be 
possible if vocational agriculture were to be transferred to the USDA. 

10. The opposition to the transfer of vocational agriculture into the USDA 
has been firmly expressed by the unanimous vote cast by the National Voca- 
tional Agriculture Teachers Association executive committee at a recent meet- 
ing. At their regular meeting on August 31, 1951, the executive committee of 
the Minnesota Vocational Agriculture Instructors Association also voted unani- 
mously in their opposition to the transfer. 

We sincerely hope that you will give this matter your consideration. We 
assume that our viewpoints on the matter will coincide with yours and that you 
will support the retention of vocational agriculture in the Federal Security 
Agency. Nearly all of the educators of the country and organizations such as 
the Farm Bureau have not agreed with the proposed bill. 

Sincerely, 
HENRIK AUNE, Secretary-Treasurer. 


Senator Humpnrey. I also have a copy of a letter from Mr. Wesley 
P. Smith, directed to Senator Nixon, copies of which were sent to 
some of the Members of the Senate, and a copy of which I have, which 
I would like to have incorporated in the record. 

The CHatrmMan. That may be placed in the record at this point. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Aveust 3, 1951. 
The Honorable RtcHarp M. NIxon, 
The United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR Nixon: This letter is addressed to you personally at this time 
because you are a member of the Senate Committee on the Executive Depart- 
ments. The statements made, however, will be sent to the other Members of 
Congress from California at a later and more appropriate time. 

All of us in California are vitally interested in section 7 of S. 1149 which, 
if approved by Congress, would most seriously disrupt our program of agricul- 
tural education in California public schools. 


88670—51 
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In brief, section 7 of S. 1149 proposes the transfer of vocational agricultural 
education from the United States Office of Education to the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

More specific information will be sent to you in the near future, but in the 
meantime I wish to express to you my personal and official position that educa- 
tional and agricultural interests in this State are unalterably opposed to such a 
transfer. Furthermore, I am taking this means to list a few of our reasons 
for such opposition : 

1. In the first place, the Hoover Commission task force, following full 
consideration, recommended against such a transfer. 

2. The few deans of agricultural colleges in one section of the country 
do not represent national thinking on this matter, and it is this group which 
has insisted upon direct action by Congress in spite of the Hoover Commis- 
sion task force recommendation. 

3. Any possible duplication of efforts or funds, which has been advanced 
as the prime reason for such a transfer, can be eliminated in the present 
structure of the two agencies without the necessity of disrupting the entire 
structure of the agricultural education in our public schools. 

4. The United States Office of Education is the one agency in the Federal 
Government which has been established to work in the field of public educa- 
tion. The United States Department of Agriculture was not established for 
this purpose. 

5. The educational family is not made up exclusively of individual units. 
There are units, but it is a family of units. Together, the entire educational 
process is accomplished. Such an educational process is aimed at the 
total personality of each student. Education cannot afford to emphasize 
one aspect of a student’s life to the neglect of others. 

To further compartmentalize our system of public instruction will destroy 
that process. This suggested change, in effect, is furthering such destruc- 
tion. 

6. The structure of public education is based upon local autonomy. Local 
boards of education work with State boards of education, and they, in 
turn, with a national agency created for the purpose of extending construc- 
tive educational opportunities for all persons in our democracy. 

What evidence is there that this system is not satisfactory? Why is 
there need to transfer the leadership in public education to a noneducational 
agency? 

And if such a move is advisable, what reason exists for not transferring 
to the Department of Labor the responsibility for administering all industrial 
education in our public schools? 

Or all business education to the Department of Commerce? Or all home- 
making education to the Department of Agriculture? Or all health educa- 
tion to the Department of Social Security? 

7. I, personally, have been a vocational-agriculture teacher. I am a 
graduate of a land-grant college of agriculture. I have worked closely 
with United States Department of Agriculture representatives for 25 years. 
I am a graduate of a high-school agricultural program. 

With this background of experience, I have never—nor do I now—have any 
reason whatsoever to think that such a national adjustment would be of 
the slightest over-all benefit to the program into which I have placed my 
entire life. 

8. If the United States Office of Education is not now adequately serv- 
ing this program, then the task is to strengthen the United States Office of 
Education, not eliminate its functions. 

9. There will always be such a thing as “States rights’—and “local rights.” 
Federal domination, a matter which is such a fear to so many in public 
education, would be accomplished overnight if such a transfer is made. The 
United States Office of Education has as its purpose the cooperation with 
the States. It is not, in general, a regulating agency. It is responsive to 
the educational needs of our people—to the total educational needs. No 
other agency would be as responsive. Only in this manner can we prevent 
Federal domination. 

I have already taken too much space and too much of your time. I stand 
ready, however, to document and defend all of these statements. The greatest 
tragedy that could come to agricultural education in our public schools would 
be accomplished with the passage of S. 1149 in its present form, 
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I would appreciate your reaction to section 7 of this proposed law. We will 
respond to your questions or to any requests you may have for further informa- 
tion. 

Respectfully yours, 
Westey P. SmirH. 
State Director of Vocational Education. 


Senator Humpnrey. That‘is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 
The Cuatrman. Dr. MeGrath, will you come forward, please ? 
You have a prepared statement, I believe. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF DR. EARL J. McGRATH, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCA- 
TION, OFFICE OF EDUCATION; * ACCOMPANIED BY DR. RAYMOND 
W. GREGORY, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR VOCATIONAL EDU- 
CATION, FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 


Dr. McGratu. I am Earl J. MeGrath, Commissioner of Education, 
Office of Education, Federal Security Agency. With me is Dr. Ray- 
mond W. Gregory, Assistant Commissioner for Vocational Educa- 
tion, who is available to answer special or technical questions which 
members of the committee may wish to raise. 

I am grateful to the members of the Senate Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments for this opportunity to discuss 
with them certain parts of S. 1149. 

This bill is entitled, “Reorganization of the Department of Agri- 
culture.” If the bill were what its title suggests, and only that, I 
would net encroach upon the time of this committee to comment on 
it, but since the bill departs from its announced title, to make excur- 
sions into the reorganization not merely of Federal functions affecting 
agriculture, but also of the Federal educational agency, it becomes my 
duty to comment on those portions of the bill which would directly 
affect the administration of Federal programs aiding the schools. 

The bill as originally introduced would transfer vocational agricul- 
tural education and vocational education in home economics from 
the Office of Education to the Department of Agriculture. 

In the revision appearing as a committee print dated August 14, 
1951, the proposal to transfer education in home economics has been 
eliminated, and the somewhat general provisions of the original lan- 
guage are refined and made explicit. 

The proposal to transfer, either as given in the original version or 
in the revised bill, is not, in my judgment, in the interest of education 
in general, or of vocational education in particular. 

1. The proposal of section 7 (a) (2) is contrary to the recommenda- 
tions of the Hoover Commission : 

Statements now on record with this committee assert that the bill 
puts into effect recommendations of the Hoover Commission. Insofar 
as Section 7 (a) (2) is concerned, this assertion is, I believe, in error. 

In fairness, I should concede that failure to conform to the Hoover 
Commission’s Report should not, in itself, condemn a legislative pro- 
posal. None of us regards the Hoover Report as in every respect the 
ultimate word to be spoken on efficiency in the executive departments. 
Nevertheless, the amount of good thought and hard work and expert 
judgment which went into the preparation of the task force reports 
and the final recommendations of the Hoover Commission place the 
burden of proof on those who come before this committee of the 


' See supplemental statement, p. 266. 
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Senate with proposals which are contrary to the recommendations of 
the Commission and of its task forces. 

So far as I can discern, neither the Task Force Report on Agricul- 
ture Activities nor the Report on the Department of Agriculture of 
the Hoover Commission itself even hinted at a proposal to transfer 
the administration of the federally aitled programs of vocational 
agriculture or home economics education from the Office of Education 
to the Department of Agriculture. 

This question was, how ever, most carefully considered in the Task 
Force Report on Public Welfare, prepared by the Brookings Institu- 
tion. After recognizing that in some areas improvement is “needed in 
coordination at the fringes of the vocational educational programs in 
agriculture and home economics on the one hand and the agricultural! 
extension program on the other, the report continues (p. 36) : 


There are those who believe that the solution is to transfer the program in 
vocational agriculture from the United States Office of Education to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. With these we cannot agree, although it must be admitted 
that the Department of Agriculture seems to have been more successful in 
getting adequate Federal support for its activities than has the Office of Educa- 
tion, 


The Cuarrman. You think that should appeal to the Congress now ? 

Dr. McGrarn. Well, I recognize that I am not before an Appropria- 
tions Committee, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Well, you are before one or two members. 

Dr. McGratu. To continue with the quotation : 


If we were to make this transfer, we should then have to be consistent by 
transferring the trade and industrial vocational education to the Department 
of Labor, the vocational education in distributive occupations to the Department 
of Commerce, the vocational-guidance program might go to the United States 
Employment Service, and probably the vocational education in homemaking 
would be transferred to another division of the Department of Agriculture. 
Such action would multiply rather than diminish the number of noneducational 
agencies dealing with the schools in the States: elimiante any semblance of 
over-all Federal-State development in the promotion of vocational education and 
create more overlapping in Federal staff and services. This proposal fails to 
recognize that basically these two programs have different philosophies and 
modes of operation. It might lose considerable of the drive and zeal developed 
through the loyalties to these separate programs. It would further complicate 
administrative matters at the State level, as the USDA operates through the 
land-grant colleges in its extension program and would probably prefer to operate 
vocational agriculture through the same State agency. It would thus withdraw 
the program from the State departments of education, aggravating the Federal 
dereliction in weakening this State agency. The alternative of: having the 
USDA deal through the State departments of education for this program mul 
tiplies the difficulties involved. We believe that the removal of the program 
in vocational agriculture from the Federal educational agency would be detri 
mental to the best interests of education in the States. A similar suggestion 
that the Agricultural Extension Service be transferred to the Office of education 
has little to commend it for similar and other reasons. 


In its Report on Social Security, Education, and Indian Affairs, 
the Commission recommended that the “historic functions of the 
Office of Education,” of which the program I am discussing is an im- 
portant one, should remain where they are (p. 33). The Commis- 
sion’s recommendation No. 7 has sometimes been cited out of the con- 
text as allegedly supporting a contrary view, but this is clearly not 
the case. The Commission there dealt with a number of functions re- 
lated to educational matters dispersed through a number of Federal 
departments and agencies. As to research, it added: 
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ravi aati nine departments and agencies are making grants or entering into 
contracts for.research through colleges and universities without any coordina- 
tion of these programs. For years the Government had made payments for agri- 
eultural research. More recently the Government has been spending huge sums 
in grants to higher institutions for atomic and military research. These proj- 
ects are concentrated in the natural and physical sciences. The grants have 
an important effect on the educational system. 

There are those whe believe that these various educational programs should 
be concentrated in the Office of Education. 


In this context, the Commission concluded in recommendation 


No. 7: 


This Commission believes, however, that these educational programs must be 
administered by the agencies whose functions the particular programs serve to 
promote, 

If this recommendation is kept in context with the explanation 
which precedes it, its clear meaning is that Federal funds for re- 
search and certain other special interests now vested outside the Office 
of Education should on balance continue to be administered by that 
agency of government most directly concerned with the field of special 
interest to which the research or other function relates, despite the 
profound effect on the programs of the educational institutions in- 
volved. 

There is nothing, however, in this recommendation of the Commis- 
sion to indicate that functions now in the Office of Education should 
be lodged anvwhere except in the one Federal agency charged by law 
with responsibility for promoting the cause of education throughout 
the country. On the contrary, there immediately follows the part of 
the Hoover report, already quoted, which recommends against dis- 
turbing the historical functions of the Office of Education. 

Neither the language nor the logic of the Commission’s report or 
the task-force reports supports the proposed transfer. The one task- 
force report dealing specifically with the proposal to transfer voca- 
tional agriculture from the Office of Education to the Department 
of Agriculture flatly rejects it. It is that proposal, rejected by the 
Hoover Commission, which is now brought up again, embodied in 
section 7 (a) (2) of S. 1149. 

[ believe the Hoover Commission and its task forces had en reason 
to reject the proposal to transfer vocational agricultural education 
from its proper home in the Office of Education to some other agency 
of Government. I agree with the Hoover Commission. The proposed 
transfer is educationally and administratively unsound. 

The proposal of section 7 (a) (2) is also educationally unsound : 

The whole trend in education is toward integration, not dispersal. 
Edueation which fits people for living must e erener the basic needs 
of the whole human being: for skills, for knowledge. for understand- 
ing, and for appreciation. Education of the mind, the hand, and the 
heart must proceed together, each related to the other. 

That is why we have in one school not only education of the intel- 
lectnal faculties—reading, writing, arithmetic, and so on; but also shop 
work, physical education, vocational education, and other studies 
which round out the individual’s whole personality. Though there 
are many disputes among educators, I know of none who would argue 
against this principle. 

At the present time, the administrative procedures for Federal aid 
to vocational agricultural education are in line with these accepted 
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educational principles. A boy receives his instruction in vocational 
agriculture right in the high school, where he is also studying other 
subjects. He is expected to grow, and to mature, under the guidance 
and direction of all his teachers, as a rounded individual. He aequires 
his skills and knowledge in vocation as one part of his total equipment 
for living. He learns to see the rel: ationships between his vocational 
skills, his know ledge of the field of agriculture, and his responsibilities 
as a citizen, a homemaker and breadwinner, a voter, a responsible 
member of his community. 

These are the reasons for keeping vocational agriculture in the 
schools. This is the background of fact and logic which led the Con- 
gress to establish programs of Federal aid to vocational education in 
the schools not only for agriculture but for other fields as well. And 
this is the basis on which Mr. Hoover, while President of the United 
States, acted to place the vocational educational programs in the Office 
of Education. This is the basis on which President Roosevelt, early 
in his administration, carried through the action proposed and ini- 
tiated by President Hoover. 

But the original language of subsection 7 (a) (2) of S. 1149 rested 
on an assumption that a boy or girl was to be taught vocational skills 
independently of his study of English or ar ithmetic or government. It 
proposed to separate vocational instruction from the rest of educa- 
tion. The proposal was educationallly unsound. The original draft 
bill was therefore modified, and language inserted promising that 
there is to be no separation between vocational agriculture and all the 
rest of education, as far as the States and the local schools are con- 
cerned. 

There is to be separation only at the Federal level. Lines 10 to 13 
on page 8 of the committee print, together with subsections 7 (i) and 
(}) explic ‘itly promise that nothing is to be changed with reference to 
vocational agricultural education ‘(except that in the Federal admin- 
istration, vocational agricultural education is to be separated from the 
rest of vocational education and from all of education which is non- 
vocational). If that be so, it is hard to see any benefits to the States 
and local communities as a result of the proposed transfer. 

If there are inadequacies in the Federal program of aid to voca- 
tional education, they should be corrected. I am prepared to admit 
that there are some. As preceding witnesses have testified, there are 
some persons in vocational agriculture in the States who rightly 
compl: iin that the specialists in this field in the Office of Education 
do not visit their States frequently enough, to advise and work with 
them in the improvement of their programs. I have no quarrel with 
these critics. Iagree with them. Moreover, a committee of the House 
of Representatives recently asked why the staff of the Office did not 
make more careful and frequent audits—that is, educational audits, 
not fiscal audits—of the federally aided programs of vocational edu- 

cation in the States. The staff should be able to do so. They haven’t 

been able to travel sufficiently because the funds available for this 
purpose have been extremely limited when one considers the fact 
that nearly 27 million dollars are spent in Federal grants for voca- 
tional education annually. 

The Cuyarmman. Would you mind being interrupted at that point? 

Dr. McGratn. Not at all, Mr. Chairman. 
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The CHatrMan. Will you tell the committee how many times annu- 
ally someone goes out of this Office to the State offices and checks on 
these programs? 

Dr. McGrarn. I think I will ask Dr. Gregory to answer that 
question. 

The Cuarrman. All right, give us some idea. You say that it is 
inadequate and that there is some complaint that you do not get 
around often enough. Tell us about the number of visits now. 

Dr. Grecory. We checked back against our records of last year 
just a few days ago, and we found that the Division as a whole spent 
1,995 days in the field service. 

The Caatmrman. How many? 

Dr. Gregory. 1,995. 

Now, that divided among the 50 States would give an average. 
Of course, it did not work out that way, but that was the total number 
of days spent in the field by the Division. 

The Cuarrman. Then you do get around two or three times a year? 

Dr. Grecory. Yes. Among the various services, it is almost manda- 
tory that someone from each of the several services be in each State 
ach year. 

Senator Humpnrey. What do you mean by the “several services”? 

Dr. Gregory. Vocational agriculture, trade and industrial, home 
economics, and distributive education. Those are the four purposes 
for which funds are appropriated. 

The CHarmman. And all of that is under the head of vocational 
education ? 

Dr. Grecory. Yes, sir. That all comes within the administrative 
purview of this Office. 

There are approximately 70 vocational-education standards spelled 
out in the respective vocational-education laws for which the Office 
has some administrative responsibility. It is in connection with re- 
viewing State and local programs in connection with those standards 
that it becomes obligatory upon the Office to make the visits to the 
States. That is purely in the field of administration. 

The Cuatrman. I want to get something in the record about that 
since there has been testimony of complaints, and Dr. McGrath has 
stated that they have not had adequate funds to fully meet that 
responsibility. So, I just wanted to get something into the record 
about that. 

Dr. McGratu. T would like to add to what Dr. Gregory has said. 
As I understand some of these complaints, they are to this effect 
That in addition to the administrative check-up which we are required 
to do under the law, persons in the States would like to have the 
professional advice and counsel of members of this staff at greater 
length than is at present provided. 

That is, they look to us for leadership in the development of these 
programs, and properly so. They want us to spend more time; that 
is, they want our specialists to spend more time in the States, giving 
professional counsel and leadership. 

Is that right, Dr. Gregory? 

Dr. Grecory. That is correct. 

May I add, Senator, that while the Federal Government is expend- 
ing approximately $27,000,000 per year on this program, the States 
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and local school systems are expending, as a minimum, $103,000,000. 
So, we had last year a total operation of about $130,000,000 in voca- 
tional education, of which $27,000,000 came from the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Now, because they have such a tremendous stake in it, they do make 
these requests of us for extended service to help them do a good job. 

The CHatrman. What they really want is guidance to help them 
formulate the best program and to get the best and most effective 
results from it. That is what they have in mind; is that correct ? 

Dr. McGratu. That is correct. 

The Carman. They need the counsel and the guidance of the 
Bureau and its experts to help them arrange their programs. 

Dr. McGratu. That is right. 

Dr. Gregory. One particular problem that we face is the very great 
turn-over in State personnel. Now, a new man comes on as a super- 
visor in a program. He needs the assistance not only of the people 
in the State but of the people at the Federal level, so that he under- 
stands fully this cooperative relationship between the Federal Gov- 
ernment, on the one hand, and the State board of vocational education 
on the other. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, and I hope you did not mind 
my interruption. 

Dr. McGraru. Not at all, sir. 

The CuatmMan. I wanted to develop that at this point 

Dr. McGratu. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

But moving vocational agriculture to another branch of the Gov- 
ernment is no cure for the present inadequacy. If more traveling by 
staff members is to be done, more funds will be needed, wherever the 
program is administratively located. Its proper location is in the 
Office of Education. 

Now, as far as the program of vocational education in the States 
and in the schools is concerned, the revised version of the bill accepts 
the conclusion that vocational education should be carried forward 
as a part of the regular school experience of pupils. The only change 
proposed has to do with the administration of Federal aid and counsel, 
at the Federal level. It is therefore in order to ask whether admini- 
trative separation at the Federal level, unaccompanied by separation 
in the schools or in State administrative procedures, is a proposal 
which is administratively sound. 

The proposal is administratively unsound: The whole trend of 
the Hoover Commission’s recommendations is in the direction of 
simplifying the operations of the Federal Government, eliminating 
overlapping and competing jurisdictions, and allocating authority in 
accordance with function. Whether the rest of S. 1149, as it would 
reorganize the Department of Agriculture, looks in the directions 
advocated by the Hoover Commission and its task forces, it is not 
within my province to say. But as far as subsection 7 (a) (2) is 
concerned, neither the original draft of S. 1149 nor the revised form 
in the committee print of August 14, 1951, is administratively sound. 

If we take the revised form of the bill at its word, it would assure 
us that nothing whatever will be changed about vocational agriculture 
below the Federal level. I am prepared to take the bill at its word. 
This would mean that instead of one Federal educational agency 
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dealing with the State directors of vocational education, and through 
them with the local schools, there would be two Federal agencies, one 
educational and the other not. 

In each of the 48 States and in the Territories, 2 sets of plans would 
have to be prepared for 2 different Federal agencies, both dealing with 
vocational education, 1 with vocational agriculture, and the other 
with trade and industrial, home economics, and distributive education. 
= bill makes no provision for the correlation of the separated pro- 

‘am with the rest of vocational education. 

* The lack of correlation would mean that the instructions for the 
two sets of State plans could be markedly different. Once the two sets 
of plans are prepared and submitted, and approved by two different 
Federal agencies, two sets of regulations and procedures would be 
established to guide the States in their actions under a single set of 
laws—again with no necessary correlation. Two separate ‘certifica- 
tions of qualification for funds would be issued for each State and 
Territory, and two sets of checks drawn by the Treasurer of the 
United States. 

Two sets of reports would have to be prepared by the States and 
communities, to meet two sets of regulations and comply with two 
separately established patterns of criteria and standards. Two 
separate auditing procedures would be required. Two different justi- 
fications of appropriations would have to be prepared, and separately 
defended before separate congressional committees. If these complex 
procedures were to be justifiable, there would need to be clear proba- 
bility that administrative duplication would result in better service. 
The assumptions of the Hoover Commission move in the opposite 
direction, toward administrative simplification and the elimination 
of duplication. 

The bill before this committee makes an administrative proposal 
which, it seems to me. is in direct conflict with the purpose and intent 
of the Hoover Commission’s recommendations and at cross purposes 
with the desires of this committee. 

In the final analysis, no administrative device has any justification 
other than that it is the best way to achieve an accepted purpose. 
Administration should be functionally conceived. The purpose of 
vocational agriculture is educational. The only administrative de- 
vice appropriate to vocational education is one which is best suited 
to an educational purpose. 

I respectfully suggest that this committee delete from S. 1149 all 
provisions designed to effectuate a transfer of the programs of voca- 
tional agr icultural education from the Office of Education to another 
department. 

The Cuamman. Thank you very much, Doctor. You have pre- 
sented what seems to me to be an excellent case in opposition to this 
proposal. 

As I indicated a while ago, while Mr. Finan was testifying, I 
believe fundamentally that this vocational education program is more 
educational than it is agricultural. As a primary function, I think 
it should be under the guidance of the Office of Education. That is the 
way I feel about it. 

As I said then, there would have to be strong testimony from com- 
petent sources presented before I would change my mind. 





238 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Now, there is one other aspect of this which I would like to go into, 
while it is not directly pertinent to this proposal. The Office of 
Education is now under the Federal Security Administration; and I 
am wondering how much autonomy you have in the matter of formu- 
lating policies and decisions with reference to the educational program. 

There have been two reorganization plans submitted, as you know, 
to create a Department of ‘Welfare. It may have had some other 
name in the plans, but that is what it really amounted to. The Senate 
rejected one of the plans, and I believe the House rejected the other. 
‘The question arises in the administration of this program of voca- 
tional education, and I want to clarify it so that we will not be con- 
fronted with the argument that, well, obviously there is something 
wrong down there or you would not be creating a new department, 
should we grant further service out of the Oflice of Education to 
agriculture ¢ 

Do you have any comment about that? With what freedom do 
you, as Commissioner of Education, make final decisions in the for- 
mulation of policies and programs for carrying on this function? 

Dr. MoGraru. Complete, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. Complete ? 

Dr. McGraru. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Is that true in all of the fields of responsibility 
that you have? 

Dr. McGratrn. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. This is why I wanted to ask you these questions: 
It has been reported to me and it has come to my attention, for 
instance, in the passage of the Surplus Property Disposal Act, that 
while we did delegate the power to the Administrator of Federal 
Security, we did write into the report, as I remember it, that we 
expected the Office of Education to actually perform the services. 

It has come to my attention, and it has been reported to me at leas 
that the Administrator immediately set up any kind of super ed 
on the Office of Education a staff in his own office to handle those 
functions and to make the final decisions with respect to the disposal 
of surplus property. 

Now, I have had some complaints through some sources in the field 
about it, and I would like to have some expression from you. We 
frequently say, and most anyone will say, that this thing is not 
perfect and could be improved, and I would like to have your com- 
ment on that particularly now with respect to the disposal of surplus 
property. What has happened since the enactment of the last act! 

Dr. McGratu. Well, it is true that the Administrator set up a 
small office. I don’t know how many members of the staff were in- 
cluded, but certainly very few. The man principally concerned is Mr. 
Baxter, who had some general administrative or supervisory respon- 
sibilities in this program of reporting to the Administrator. 

As you know, the surplus property was distributed to health institu- 
tions as well as to educational institutions. That was done through 
the Surgeon General’s office. The educational work was done through 
my office. I don’t know of any imposition of regulations or even 
administrative procedures that has ever handicapped the operation of 
my office in connection with that program. 
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The Cuatrman. That is just the point I am trying to develop here 
for consideration. We delegate the power, we will say, to the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture or to the Administrator of Federal Security, and 
then we expect him, in turn, as we did in this case and so indicated in 
the report, to place that full responsibility in the Commissioner of 
Education. Then we find that a staff is set up in the office of the 
Administrator. 

It seems to me that instead of effecting any economies, we are creat- 
ing more expense. If that is to be the gener: al practice every time, and 
if another staff is set up in the Office of the Administrator or in the Of- 
fice of the Secretary to supervise or overrule, so to speak, the head of the 
bureau or the agency that has the primary responsibility of perform- 
ing those services, it seems to me that in these reorganizations, if we 
follow that pattern, we are just adding more Federal employees, 
diffusing authority, instead of keeping the responsibility in those who 
are primarily, we would assume, best able to formulate the program 
and administer it. 

We are simply taking it away from those who have the specific quali- 
fications and placing a veto power over them. I do not know whether 
that is wise or not. 

T wanted to know how this had been functioning. 

Dr. McGrarn. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that I have had 
no veto power exercised over the development. of policy in the Office 
of Education by anyone in the Administrator’s office. The Office of 
Education is by law a unit in the Federal Security Agency, and with 
that I have nothing todo. That is a fact. 

The CHARMAN. That is true. 

Dr. MceGratu. So I report to the Federal Security Administrator 
with respect to housekeeping and general administrative matters. 

The CHarrmMan,. That is the way it was intended to be, and I have 
no objection to that unless there is an assumption—and that is what 
I am trving to find out—on the part of the Administrator or the Secre- 
tary, as the case might be, that, by reason of that arrangement giving 
them some jurisdiction over the housekeeping functions, they arrogate 
to themselves the authority or power of veto of programs : and policies 
and decisions that primarily repose in the Chief of the Bureau. 

Dr. McGraru. I would like to apply your question, Mr. Chairman, 
to the specific matter before us. I think that is what you are trying 
to do. 

The CHAIRMAN. I brought this up because I have had those reports, 
and I wanted to find out how those things were working out, with this 
in mind: Suppose we pass this bill with section 5 in it, which you 
heard discussed here this morning, would that mean that when we 
transfer this agency to the Secretary of Agriculture he will set wp in 
his office another staff with another administrator, and so forth, that 
will actually supervise. That is what I wanted to find out. 

Dr. McGratu. With regard to vocational agricultural education— 
and I want Dr. Gregory to comment on this after I have concluded a 
few remarks, if you will permit him to do so—I can’t conceive of any 
possible interference or domination or even the influencing of policy 
with respect to this program from the office of the Administrator. 

The CHatrMan. You are speaking about the vocational education 
program now 4 
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Dr. McGratu, Yes, sir. The question is whether, if it is left in the 
agency, it is likely to be influenced adversely by any action that would 
supersede mine. I say “No.” 

I would like to have Dr. Gregory speak from his own experience in 
the past as to whether that would be likely to happen. 

Dr. Grecory.. I have been in the Division in the Office of Education 
for 15 years, and I know of no instance where the administrative 
authority at the top over the Office of Education has tried to take 
away from the Commissioner of Education or from the Assistant 
Commissioner for Vocational Education the explicit responsibility 
that is theirs in the acts that set up and promote and develop and 
support this program. 

The CHatrMan. I am glad to get that into the record. I do not 
think it was improper to place that into the record at this point while 
we are considering this proposed transfer. 

I again want to thank you for the splendid statement. Other mem- 
bers of the committee may have some questions. 

Senator Humphrey. 

Senator Humpnurey. I merely want to concur in the evaluation of 
the statement by the chairman. I think your statement was very in- 
formative and demonstrated to us some of the limitations in the bill 
before us. 

Personally, I strongly favor the integration of educational services 
in the Office of Education. I think you have done a commendable 
job. 

With my personal acquaintanceship with the men in the field of 
vocational education, a field in which I have a great interest, I think 
it would be fair to say that it is almost unanimously believed that we 
ought to leave the agency where it is and that they are doing a good 
job. They understand the techniques, and the vocational education 
people have integrated themselves into the general school pattern. 

This is not, you know, like a professional course. We are not setting 
up a special school of agriculture here. We are trying to put voca- 
tional agricultural education within the normal school curriculum, 
and on that basis I think it ought to be left where it is. 

I shall just say that we are appreciative of your good documenta 
tion. 

Dr. McGratu. Thank you, Senator Humphrey. 

The Cuairrman. Any questions, Senator McCarthy ’ 

Senator McCarruy. No, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF DR. C. E. RHOAD, FORMER CHAIRMAN OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, UNIVERSITY OF 
NEBRASKA, WASHINGTON COURT HOUSE, OHIO; ACCOMPANIED 
BY ROBERT L. L. McCORMICK, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, THE 
CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR THE HOOVER REPORT 


The Cuamman,. The next witness is Dr. C. E. Rhoad. Will you 
come forward, please, Dr. Rhoad ? 

Doctor, you may identify yourself. IT believe you have a prepared 
statement. You may read it or insert it into the record and discuss it. 
whichever way vou like. 

Dr. Ruoap. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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I am Dr. C. E. Rhoad, a full-time farmer in Ohio. I have had 18 
years of contact with agricultural education as a high-school student, 
college trainee, teacher of vocational agriculture, teacher trainer, and 
21% years as chairman of the department of vocational education of 
the University of Nebraska. 

All of these associations with the service have been both pleasant 
and profitable for me. 

I still maintain a keen interest in agricultural education, and I am 
here today for the sole purpose of keeping its future bright. 

Since 1918 the Federal Government has been assisting the several 
States in the development of comprehensive programs of vocational 
education in agriculture. The results have been extremely good. The 
staff of the Acricultur al Education Service of the W ashington office 
provided outstanding le: adership and encouragement during these 
years while at the same time maintaining high st: tandards in all phases 
of the program. 

It should be remembered that vocational agriculture was adminis- 
tered under the Federal Board for Vocational Education from 1917 
to about 1933, or a total of 16 years, with very satisfactory results. It 
was then placed in the Office of Education in the Department of the 
Interior and finally in the Federal Security Agency. However, since 
these changes were made there has been general dissatisfaction voiced 
by State directors and State supervisors (even by those who are now 
opposing sec. 7 of this bill) with the administration of vocational edu- 

cation by the United States Office of Education. 

Senate bill 1149 proposes to strengthen the leadership from the 
Agricultural Education Service of the W ashington office by giving it 
powerful support and close working rel: ationships with other divisions 
of the USDA. I think this is desirable to do for the following reasons : 

I. Since the USDA is an administrative agency, it will provide 
more leadership, administrative know-how and. support for the agri- 
cultural education staff in the maintenance of standards and morals 
than the United States Office of Education will provide. 

(a) The original Smith-Hughes organization was based on the 
Federal Board for Vocational Education. This placed the control 
and guidance of the Service in the hands of representatives of the 
vocations served by the program. This was a sound policy which 
should never have been abandoned. When the vocational program 
was transferred to the Office of Education, the transfer was vigorous- 
ly opposed by all vocational leaders in the United States. 

(b) Historically, the United States Office of Education has not 
been an administrative or regulatory agency. Its duties have consisted 
mainly of collecting and distributing educational statistics. The 
Federal Security Agency, so far as I can learn, is more concerned 
with public health and social security than with education. On the 
other hand, the Secretary of Agriculture deals with the development 
of the whole agricultural industry, including the land and the people. 
He is directly concerned with the welfare of the people whom agricul- 
tural education serves. It seems to me that an Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture, who might be responsible to the Secretary for this 
program, would be more interested in vocational agriculture than a 
United States Commissioner of Education whose major interests 
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always have been and probably always will be in educational statistics, 
research, and problems of general education. 

(c) The school-lunch program is an example of successful operation 
of a program administer ‘ed through the public schools by the USDA. 

(d) The present institutional-on-farm training program for farm 
veterans has been administered at the Federal level by the Veterans’ 
Administration working in cooperation with State boards for voca- 
tional education. In 1950, this program involved 325,000 students 
and an expenditure of about $429 million as compared to an expendi- 
ture of about $38 million ($10 miilion of Federal money) and 764,000 
students in the regular program in agricultural education (all-day, 
young farmers and adult farmer programs). 

(e) The transfer of the Agricultural Education Service at the 
Federal level would not affect the administration of the program at 
the State level through the State boards for vocational education. 
They would deal with the same staff in the Agricultural Education 
Service at the Federal level. 

In my judgment, opposition to section 7 of S. 1149 comes from 
educational groups who are striving for expansion of the Office of 
Education to a full department, with Cabinet rank for the Com- 
missioner. These folks may feel that any function, especially one 
so popular with the general public as the Future Farmers of America, 
might weaken their ambitions in this respect. On the other hand, the 
national farm organizations who now support this transfer have 
always given extensive support and counsel to agricultural education. 

II. The United States Office of Education is not providing the 
States with adequate leadership and administrative assistance. 

Senator McCarruy. May I interrupt you? 

Dr. Ruoap. You may, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. Did you say the farm organizations all sup- 
port the transfer ? 

Dr. Ruoap. That is my understanding. 

Senator McCarruy. I do not have any information to the contrary. 
I was just curious. 

Dr. Ruoap. That is my understanding. 

Mr. McCormick. This proposal, Senator, was originally submitted 
in the drafting sessions by the farm organizations. I think three of 
the four large ones have taken the position. The Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion has not taken a position on this formally as yet, sir. 

Dr. Ruoap. Thank you for the question. 

The Cuamman. I may say that I understood from representatives 
of the Farm Bureau that they had not taken a position. 

Dr. Ruoap. (a) The reorganization of the Vocational Division of 
the United States Office of Education on August 1, 1946, by Dr. 
Gregory, the present Assistant Commissioner of Vocational Educa- 
tion (w ith the approval of Dr. Studebaker, then United States Com- 
missioner of Education) has had a deleterious effect on the whole 
program. 

. The number of staff members in the Agricultural Education 
Service in the United States Office of Education has been reduced 
from 11 in 1930 to 7 in 1950, in the face of expanding needs for help 
out in the States. 
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2. The elimination of the agricultural regional agents and the con- 
fusion that resulted therefrom has left a vacuum and a lack of con- 
tinuity th leadership that has hindered the continued development 
of the program, where in these troubled times there should have been 
strong continuous leadership. 

(b) Travel funds for the Agricultural Education Service of the 
United States Office of Education have been cut 75 percent in the last 
20 years. How can a national program be administered with a travel 
allowance of approximately $600 per man, when the cost of travel 
has more than doubled in the last 5 years? 

The Cuairman. Do you think that with the suggestion contained 
in the task force report the Department of Agric ulture might be able 
to get more money out of the Congress? 

Dr. Ruoap. I think they would be more cognizant of the need for 
it, and that they would see to it that it was allocated. That is my 
judgment, sir. 

The Cuarrman. That would seem to imply that you favored that 
portion of the agreement. 

Dr. Ruoap. The excuse given for such a low allowance has been 
that the general education men in the United States Office of Edu- 
cation get only that amount. When these general education men 
have no program to administer or supervise, it is unwise to compare 
their needs with the men who have supervisory and administrative 
responsibilities in the several States. 

(c) Research service in the United States Office of Education is no 
longer available. Since about 1948, when Dr. Lathrop left the Office, 
no one has been available to stimulate, direct, and disseminate a pro- 
gram of research in agricultural education. Frequent requests, 
including a resolution by the agricultural section of the American 
Vocational Association in 1949, have brought no response from the 
te oe States Office of Education. I have here a letter dated May 

1951, which I would like to make a part of the record, in which 
the supervisors and teacher trainers of agricultural education of the 
western region requested Commissioner McGrath to provide research 
and other badly needed services before these men arrived at a decision 
as to whether or not they should support or oppose S. 1149. No reply 
has as yet been received by these men. As pointed out previous ly, 
since the transfer to the United States Office of Education there has 
been dissatisfaction wanes throughout the States because of the in- 
adequacies which I have attempted to point out. 

(The letter referred to appears at the conclusion of Dr. Rhoad’s 
statement. ) 

The Carman. Do TI understand that you would favor the trans- 
ferring of the Office of Education out of the Federal Security Agency ? 

Dr. Ruoap. Now, my field has been the agricultural side of voca- 
tional education entirely. I have but a little bit of experience in home 
economics. I am not sure about that. 

The Cuatrman. It seems that since it was transferred many things 
have gone wrong with it. Your viewpoint, I take it, is that it is 
failing to give the service. 

Dr. Ruoap. My judgment is that when they started fooling with the 
set-up of the agricultural education side of it particularly, with which 
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I worked, every move made has resulted in the situation becoming a 
little worse. 

III. The United States Office of Education has permitted the lower- 
ing of standards which, if allowed to remain lowered, spell disaster 
for agricultural education. 

(a) The length of periods and total time devoted to vocational! 
agriculture in the high-school schedule have been reduced so that the 
course can become academic instead of vocational, permitting too little 
time for shop work and field trips. How can you teach students to 
build terraces within a 60-minute period? They don’t get to the field 
in time to get started back for their next high-school class. 

(6) Teacher training is being diluted. “In spite of the fact that 
there are more gr aduates of colleges of agriculture prepared to teach 
vocational agriculture than there are positions to be filled, the United 
States Office of Education has approved four additional non-land- 
grant institutions for training teachers of agriculture in the last 3 
years. In general, these are small teachers colleges, some of which 
are less qualified in terms of faculty and facilities than a good high 
vocational agriculture department. These colleges have been 
approved in spite of the fact that the land-grant colleges in those 
States are now producing about twice as many graduates as there are 
positions to be filled. The whole program of agricultural education 
rests on the teachers, who must be agriculturally proficient. 

At least half of a prospective teacher's collegiate training must 
be in technical agriculture. The teachers colleges are not equipped to 
give technical training in agriculture. ‘This situation is so serious 
that the Land-grant C ollege Association has a special committee work- 
ing on a survey and study of teacher training in agricultural educa- 
tion, with orders to recommend a satisfactory remeily for the situa- 
tion. 

I am a member of this committee, and I have been shocked by the 
willingness of the United States Office of Education to flood the Na- 
tion with incompetent teachers. Since there is a close working rela- 
tionship between the USDA and the land-grant colleges of agricul- 
ture, I feel sure that this danger of lowering standards will be avoided 
if the Agricultural Education Service is made a part of the USDA. 

IV. In the event of a program of Federal aid to education, the pro- 
gram of agricultural education would be more likely to survive in the 
USDA. 

(a) When TI studied school finance at Columbia University one of 
the chief points emphasized in relation to Federal aid to education 
was that a Federal program would eliminate all specially earmarked 
funds. I firmly believe that if this should happen, the program of 
agricultural education as we know it and believe in it would be diluted, 
absorbed, and finally destroyed. The Congress has expressed its be- 
lief in the program through its unanimous passage of the George- 
Barden bill. With support of the USDA, and the farm organiza- 
tions, the service will be preserved. 

V. Needs for agricultural education could be more wisely deter- 
mined if studied as a part of the whole program for agriculture. 

(a) The agriculture committee of the Bureau of the Budget has a 
better understanding of these needs than do the committees that deal 
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with the Federal Security Agency budget. Overlapping as well : 
omissions in the agricultural program would thus be prevented. 

(6) The county agricultural committees would identify the agri- 
cultural needs of the community, thus pointing up the education 
needed to correct them. Now the vocational agriculture teacher is 
sort of ex officio and does not have the close contact with the agri- 
cultural agencies and their advisers that he should. He has been kept 
too busy keeping study hall, taking football tickets, and advising the 
sophomore class. 

If the service were in the USDA, cooperation at Federal, State, and 
county levels would be facilitated. 

Here is a point that I want to make strongly now. 

VI. Much of the opposition to this transfer has been produced under 
duress. 

I should like to caution the committee that a large portion of the 
opposition to section 7 of this bill being voiced at these hearings and 
through letters and telegrams to their Senators and Congressmen by 
State supervisors, teacher trainers, teachers of vocational ag iculture 
and in many instances by State directors of vocational education, is 
accounted for by: 

(a) Lack of information, since most of them have only seen the 
original bill and have not read the August 14 committee print of the 
proposed changes in S. 1149 which adequately safeguards the ad- 
ministration of the vocational agricultural program in the USDA. 

(6) Domination of these groups by higher officials in State de 
partments of education, with the resultant fear of lesing their jobs if 
they come out openly for this bill. In fact, I have in my possession a 
confidential letter from a prominent State supervisor of vocational] 
agriculture in which he states that he and his staff—who favor the 
transfer—were told to op pose this bill and secure opposition of the 
State farm organizations, “or else.” 

The Cuamman. May I interrupt to inquire whether you are at 
liberty to make that letter public ¢ 

Dr. Rion. No, Lam not because it would cause a good man to lose 
his job and his staff, too. I would like to, but it is a personal, conti- 
dential letter. I can swear to its authenticity. 

The CHammnan. | only speak for myself, but I resent with all 
my being that sort of pressure being put on anybody. 

Dr. Ruoap. I do, too, sir. 

The CHamman. | would like to make my position clear. If such 
tactics are being attempted or pursued, | think you would do a service 
and the man involved would do a service to this country and certainly 
to this Congress to expose that situation. That is why I do not want 
to delegate ‘all of this power. When you give them all of the power 
they want, why, what you say sometimes happens. They put the 
pressure on and say, “You will support this and go out and work for 
it or else you lose your job.” 

Dr. Ruoav. That is right. 

The CuHatrMan. I am very much opposed to that. We want to 
correct that or find out who is responsible for it. 

Dr. Ruoap. I think the man in question ought to have the right to 
decide whether he should expose it rather than | since he made 
confidential. 


SR670—1 
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The CuarMan. I am not pressing you to divulge it at all. 

Dr. Ruoap. I would like to say this, gentlemen. That as head of 
a college department, I am sure that had this occurred before the 1st 
of March, when I was last at the University of Nebraska, the testi- 
mony that I have given you so far would have put my budget in 
jeopardy. I don’t know about myself, but I would expect that it 
aa have done the same thing to me, too. But I know what it 
would have done to the budget, and the budget is the life blood of 
the department of which I wus he acl. 

Senator ScHorrret. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMAN. Senator Schoeppel. 

Senator Scnuorrren. Dr. Rhoad, you probably were not here the 
other day, and I was not privileged to attend all of this session today 
because of another commitment that I had. But in the record it will 
be shown that I asked the question as to whether some of the people 
objecting to this transfer were doing it because of their fear of losing 
their jobs or some of their present status. 

That particular witness, as the record will show, indicated that 
there was not anything to that or that he had no definite information 
along that line. That is the reason I join with the chairman of this 
cominittee in saying that if those practices or if those influences have 
been at work, then, in all fairness, the members of not only this com- 
mittee but of the Congress of this country should know about it be- 

cause those are practices we should not permit to continue, much less 
condone. I think it is a very important thing to have cleared up 
somewhere down the line. 

Dr. Ruoap. Yes, you are right. 

Senator Scuozrrent. Because we are going to be asked to pass on 
legislation, to either transfer or consolidate the functions, and we 
want to be sure that what we do is going to be in the interest 
of greater efficiency and a more clean-cut approach to the respon- 
sibilities we expect to place upon them, and not have the services 
remain or be channeled into some activity that is going to develop a 
little bit later down the line, exerting an influence in favor of one 
department or another department. That would not be in the best 
interests of the thing we are trying to accomplish here. 

Dr. Roan. I agree with you, Senator, a great deal. If we look 
at any State, we find the chief State school officer, who is usually a 
general education man and who has under him a State director, and 
following that we have the supervisors and the teacher trainers. 

If you are a member of that staff and the chief State school officer, 
as they are doing now, is opposing this transfer and if your whole 
professional future is at stake, you will probably keep quiet. 

Senator Scuorrren. Now, let me ask one other question. I asked a 
question of that particular witness on another occasion before this 
committee, namely, whether he knew what the attitude of the agricul- 
tural colleges. through their heads and through their over-all super- 
vising individuals, was toward this bill and toward this transfer. Do 
you have any information that might serve to enlighten us on that 
matter ¢ 

Dr. Rwoap. I am on the land-grant college committee that is mak- 
ing a study of this matter, so I can say that as far as the association 
is concerned it has not taken : any official position so far, but my com- 
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mittee has brought to light the fact that there has been a gradual 
weaning away of the departments that train teachers by moving them 
over into colleges of education within our State universities rather 
than keeping them in the agricultural colleges. ; 

They are divided into about half, with about half of our agricul- 
cural teachers being trained in a department whose head is in the 
agricultural college and with about half being trained in a department 
whose head is in the teachers’ college. 

Now, in the teachers’ college the men still take agricultural courses, 
but they are teachers’ college graduates. One of the things we have 
found is that the deans of agriculture are losing contact with the 
training of agricultural teachers. I don’t think they were aware of 
the problem that existed. 

One of the problems that my committee had was to make the deans 
of colleges of agriculture aware of what was happening in the pro- 
grams of these non-land-grant institutions and the danger that was 
involved in flooding the country with a bunch of low-qualitied teachers 
who would under bid the good men who had had the full training. 

That is not a very good answer, but that is about the best 1 can do. 

Senator ScnorrreL., Thank you. 

The CuHarrman. Thank you. You may proceed. 

Dr. Ruoap. The only all-out surveys or investigations made of our 
national program of vocational education have been made by general 
school people with the predetermined purpose to destroy the program. 
The first of these investigations was made by the Wilbur committee, 
headed by Dr. Judd of the University of Chicago over 20 years ago. 

The next one was made by the so-called Reeves committee headed 
by Dr. Floyd Reeves, also of the University of Chicago, during the 
early part of the Roosevelt administration. The only purpose served 
by these investigations was to stimulate the dilution of vocational 
education, and even now every pressure is being exerted in the direc- 
tion of making vocational agriculture just another school subject good 
for all comers with no regard to bona fide vocational objectives or out- 
comes. 

What a queer coincidence it is, therefore, to find these organizations 
of school men, who still hold the same viewpoints with regard to 
vocational education as those held by the Wilbur committee and the 
Reeves committee, now posing as the defenders of vocational agricul- 
ture and who want to keep the Agricultural Education Service in the 
Office of Education, while most of the farm organizations, Citizens 
Committee for the Hoover Report and the farm press (the real 
friends of vocational agriculture) prefer to have it transferred to 
the USDA. 

In order to point out to this commitee the philosophy of education 
held by some educators who have appeared before this committee 
I should like to quote from pages 47 and 48 of a book entitled “Toward 
General Education,” by Dr. McGrath and others, published by the 
McMillan Co. of New York in 1948. The statement is as follows: 


To the material well-being of society each citizen must also contribute through 
work. We have considered the place of vocational training in the program of 
general studies, and have concluded that young people should be given every 
opportunity to learn that various vocations, the necessary prerequisite train- 
ing, the conditions of employment, and the income they provide. 
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That is only vocational guidance; that does not train them to do 
anything. 

Yet, with liberal education already too much at the mercy of vocafional 
training, we are excluding from our general program all courses having as a 
primary purpose education in how to earn a living. Rather we advocate those 
courses which, as their primary purpose, offer young people preparation for 
activities that will lie outside of their vocations and that, as citizens, they will 
share in common with all other human beings. 

(In this connection, see supplemental statement of Dr. Edgar 
Fuller, containing letter from Dr. McGrath, p. 266. ) 

I would prefer | to have the future of vocational agricultural guided 
by those who have supported it in the past. I believe in the agricul- 
tural education program as we know it. I hope that the Congress will 
make it possible for my son to learn practical farming in a truly voca- 
tional course taught by an adequately trained teacher. 

The Carman. I want to say that I disagree with the quotation 
from Dr. McGrath’s book. I will say that. 

Dr. Ruoap. I do, too. 

The CuHarrman. Thank you very much. Are there any questions ‘ 

Senator McCarrnuy. I have several. 

It occurs to me that administratively we would be creating a jumble 
if we make the transfer as it has been suggested. I was very much 
interested in the testimony on page 10 of Dr. McGrath’s statement 
where he points out: 

This would mean that instead of one Federal educational agency dealing with 
the State directors of vocational education, and through them with the local 
schools, there would be two Federal agencies, one educational and the other not. 
In each of the 48 States and in the Territories, two sets of plans would have to be 
prepared for two different Federal agencies, both dealing with vocational educa- 
tion, one with vocational agriculture and the other with trade and industrial, 
home economics, and distributive education. 

Two sets of plans would have to be prepared, two different Federal 
agencies would be created, with two sets of regulations and procedures 
established, showing the great amount of duplication which the trans- 
fer would cause administratively. 

Dr. Ruoap. I would like to complete your comment on that, if I 
may. A State plan is organized now by sections. I helped make many 
of the State plans for agriculture. When we did that, we did not ask 
trade and industrial or home economics or anybody else what we 
should put in there. 

That section had a review by the director, but as far as asking the 
home economics people about it and trying to coordinate the whole 
thing that way, it wasn’t necessary. 

We write up our plans by sections. As far as sending the agri- 
cultural section to the agricultural service is concerned, that is what 
we do anyway. The staff in the agricultural service here goes over 
th: . State plan for the agric ultural section of every State. 

I don’t see that that creates a separate bureaucracy at all. The same 
imen would handle it. Their office would be in a different place, I will 
admit; but I don’t see why we would have two separate and duplicat- 
ing State plans. It wouldn’t be that way at all. The regulations of 
the State board within the State would all apply, as they do, to the 
agricultural section, the trade and industrial section, the home eco- 
nomics section, and so on. 





1 to do 


cafional 
ng as a 
te those 
tion for 
hey will 


Edgar 


guided 
gricul- 
ess Will 
Vy voca- 


otation 


stions ¢ 


jumble 
r much 
tement 


ing with 
he local 
her not. 
ive to be 
| educa- 
dustrial, 


“ederal 
‘edures 
> trans- 


at, if I 
e many 
not ask 
hat we 


ing the 
- whole 


e agri- 
is what 
es over 


1e same 

, L will 
iplic at- 
ions of 
. to the 
ne eco- 


REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 249 


Senator McCarruy. Let me say that I heartily disagree with the 
statement quoted from Dr. McGrath’s book, 

* * * we are excluding from our general program all courses having as a 
primary purpose education in how to earn a living. 

I wonder whether it is a fact, whether you may disagree with the 
philosophy of the man who is heading the Office of Education at this 
time or not, there is reason for us to make a legislative change and 
put it under someone whose philosophy we may agree with # 

Dr. Ruoap. I think, Senator, that that general pieory is nol 
alone the property of the Commissioner. That is a pretty general 

feeling among a lot of educators who are pretty jealous of the fact 
that we have Federal aid and Federal assistance. They would like to 
dilute us and absorb us. 

Finally, if and when a Federal bill for aiding all education comes 
along, they will say, “All right, so much for education, ine luding all 
ear-marked funds.” Right then will go the last standards for holding 
up truly vocational training to make a man able to earn a living when 
he gets through with a course. 

Senator McCarruy. Would you care to make any comment upon the 
wisdom of transferring the Office of Education out of the Federal 
Security Agency ¢ 

Dr. Ruoap. That question has been alluded to, and that is a question 
] am not in a position to answer. IT know what I think about the agri- 
cultural section of it because that is where I have worked. I don’t 
know about the other. 

Senator McCarrnuy. I have no further questions. 

The CHairman. Thank you very much, Dr. Rhoad. We would prob- 
ably interrogate you a little further, but we want to accommodate 
another witness who is here so that he will not have to come back. If 
you care to submit any supplemental material, you may do so and it 
will be printed in the record. 

(The letter previously referred to is as follows :) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF EpUCATION, 
DIVISION OF INSTRUCTION, 
BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION, 
Vay 5, 1951 
Dr. Eart J. McGRratH, 
Commissioner of Education, 
United States Office of Education, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Str: The State supervisors and teacher trainers for vocational agriculture 
in the Pacific region convened in annual conference at San Luis Obispo, Calif., 
are deeply concerned over the status of the Agricultural Education Service in the 
United States Office of Education. The move to transfer this service to the United 
States Department of Agriculture as contained in Senate bill 1149 is cause for 
alarm. However, if this section of the United States Office of Education is 
unable to render needed services to the States it would seem that some action is 
necessary to serve the professional needs of agricultural education in the country. 

We are therefore writing you to determine whether or not it is your intention in 
the 1951—52 fiscal year to — 

1. Offer research service in agricultural education which will assist the States 
in conducting studies and upgrading instruction in all-day, young farmer and 
aduit farmers’ programs. (This service is not now available.) 

2. Publish the results of research and other professional materials in agri 
cultural education that is needed by State supervisors, teacher trainers, and 
teachers in the States. (Present service is not adequate. ) 
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8. Maintain sufficient specialized personnel in teacher training to actively 
correlate and upgrade this program and make such personnel available to the 
States when needed. (Service not now available.) 

4. Provide sufficient travel funds for professional personnel in the Agricultural 
Education Service in the United States Office of Education to enable them to 
provide adequate services to the States when requested. (Such service is not 
now adequate. States are disgusted with perennial excuses of no travel funds. ) 

5. Maintain sufficient specialized personnel in young farmer and adult farmer 
education to meet the needs of the States upon request. (Service not now 
adequate. ) 

6. Decentralize some of the services in the Agricultural Educational Division 
of the United States Office to the extent of having professional representatives 
reside in the Pacific region to work more closely with State leaders. 

The need for additional food and fiber products incident to national defense 
is making increasing demands upon departments of vocational agriculture. The 
need for additional leadership and services at the national level is imperative 
at this time if the schools are to render maximum educational services in local 
communities. 

Members of the Congress are now making inquiries among agricultural educa- 
tion leaders in some States, soliciting their opinions as to the desirability of 
transferring the Agricultural Education Service to the United States Department 
of Agriculture. Before replying we desire to know whether or not it is going 
to be the policy of the United States Office of Education to render these needed 
services, 

We see no reason for having the Agricultural Education Service in the United 
States Office of Education if it is unable to render needed professional services to 
the States. 

We shall therefore appreciate an early reply from you before answering in- 
quiries from our congressional members and others in this regard. 

Very truly yours, 

State Supervisors and Teacher Trainers of Agricultural Hducation, 
Paciffe Region: Byron J. McMahon, Chief, State Supervisor of 
Agricultural Education, California State Polytechnic College, San 
Luis Obispo, Calif. ; A. R. Bunger, State Supervisor of Agricultural 
Zducation, Denver 2, Colo.; Arthur B. Ward, Assistant State 
Supervisor of Agricuitural Education, Department of Public In- 
struction, Helena, Mont.; John W. Bunten, State Supervisor of 
Agricultural Education and Teacher Trainer, State Board for 
Vocational Education, Carson City, Nev.; L. C. Dalton, State 
Supervisor of Agricultural Education, State College, N. Mex.; 
Ralph L. Morgan, State Supervisor of Agricultural Education, 
State Board for Vocational Education, Salem, Oreg.: Mark 
Nichols, Director, Agricultural Education, State Department of 
Public Instruction, Salt Lake City, Utah; Bert L. Brown, State 
Supervisor of Agricultural Education, Olympia, Wash.; Percy 
Kirk, State Supervisor of Agricultural Education, State Depart- 
ment of Education, Cheyenne, Wyo.: Dr. R. W. Cline, Teacher 
Trainer, University of Arizona, Tueson, Ariz.; S. S. Sutherland, 
Teacher Trainer, University of California College of Agriculture, 
Davis, Calif.; H. H. Burlingham, Teacher Trainer, California 
State Polytechnic College, San Luis Obispo, Calif.; Ralph W. 
Canada, Teacher Trainer, Colorado Agricultural and Mechanical 
College, Fort Collins, Colo.; Leo L. Knuti, Teacher Trainer, Mon- 
tana: State College, Bozeman, Mont.; Henry TenPas, Teacher 
Trainer, Oregon State College, Corvallis, Oreg.; Stanley S. Rich- 
ardson, Teacher Trainer, Utah State Agricultural College, Logan, 
Utah; E. M. Webb, Teacher Trainer, State College of Agriculture, 
Pullman, Wash.; Jack Ruch, Teacher Trainer, University of 
Wyoming, Laramie, Wyo. 


Dr. Ruoap. Mr. Chairman, may I say that the document entitled 
“An Analysis and Comments re 8S. 1149,” is an analysis referred to by 
Mr. McCormick in previous testimony and of which I am the author. 
I should like to have it made a part of the record. 

The CuarrMan. Very well; it will be included in the record. 
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(The analysis referred to is as follows :) 


AN ANALYSIS AND COMMENTS RE S. 1149, a Britt To REORGANIZE THE DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTUKE INSOFAR AS Ir RELATES TO THE TRANSFER OF THE AGRICULTURAL 
Epucation Service From tHe UNITep States OrFrice oF EDUCATION TO THE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, PRESENTED ny C. BE, Rwoap 


JUSTIFICATION FOR THE TRANSFER 


The question may well be asked: “Just why is this transfer included in 
S. 1149?” In anticipation of this question, the following statements are made: 

1. The transfer is in accord with the Hoover Commission’s philosophy of 
administration in recommendation No. 7 of its report on Social Security and Edu- 
cation wherein it is stated that: “This Commission believes, however, that these 
educational programs must be administered by the agencies whose functions the 
particular programs serve to promote.” 

2. The United States Office of Education and Federal Security Agency his- 
torically have not primarily been interested in, nor concerned with, agricultural 
problems and activities. The United States Department of Agriculture is. 

3. If the program on the national level were administered by the United 
States Department of Agriculture, a much more direct line of contact would 
be established for providing State supervisors, teacher trainers, and teachers of 
vocational agriculture with all of the latest factual information in agriculture 
than is possible under the present arrangement, 

4. If the Agricultural Education Service is transferred to the United States 
Department of Agriculture, agricultural committees of the Bureau of the Budget 
and of the Congress would review requests for appropriations for vocational 
agriculture rather than educational committees. This would undoubtedly be 
productive of a more understanding reaction to this agricultural problem. 

5. The institutions traditionally qualified to train agricultural teachers are 
the land-grand colleges of agriculture and a few technical colleges offering 
recognized degrees in agriculture. The United States Department of Agri- 
culture has always been more interested in problems of technical agriculture 
than in pedagogy. It has had close cooperative working relationships with the 
land-grant colleges through the years. It is, therefore, reasonable to assume 
that only recognized agricultural-degree-granting institutions would be looked 
upon with favor as institutions for training teachers of vocational agriculture. 
This has not always been true in the Office of Education, where the emphasis 
has frequently been placed on pedagogy. 

6. If the administration of vocational agriculture is transferred to the United 
States Department of Agriculture, much closer cooperation and coordination 
between the children in the Future Farmers of America (reporting to the Federal 
Security Agency) and in the 4-H Clubs (reporting to the Department of Agri- 
culture) could be effected in such a manner that the work of each organization 
could be more easily made to supplement the work of the other, thus avoiding 
overlapping and duplication of efforts and finances. Each organization has 
special types of services to perform and specialized methods of performing them, 
all clearly defined by law. 

7. Many teachers of vocational agriculture are of the opinion that their 
chances for securing retirement benefits would be enchanced if the vocational 
agriculture program is administered on the national level by the United States 
Department of Agriculture; and, hence, a higher caliber of teachers could be 
assured. 

8. The administration of vocational education in agriculture on the national 
level by and through the United States Department of Agriculture has the 
approval of all three of the Nation's leading farm organizations: the National 
Grange, the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives, and the Farmer's Union. 
The proposal also has the endorsement of a large portion of the farm press, 
many deans of colleges of agriculture, and many of the Nation’s leaders in 
business and industry. 

9. Supervisors, teacher trainers, and teachers of vocational agriculture should 
ask themselves the following questions: 

(1) Upon whom do you depend for support in the United States Congress 
and State legislatures when important legislation affecting vocational agri- 
culture is involved? 

(2) Will high technical and professional qualification requirements for 
supervisors, teacher trainers, and teachers of vocational agriculture be more 
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likely to be maintained through strong administrative support from the 
United States Department of Agriculture? 

(3) Will uniformly high standards for the teaching of vocational agricul- 
ture be more likely to be upheld if the program is administered by and 
through the United States Department of Agriculture or the United States 
Office of Education? 

(4) If a general aid bill is passed by Congress providing Federal aid for 
public elementary and secondary education, will a strong effort be made to 
eliminate all earmarked funds for vocational education presently provided 
through the Smith-Hughes and George-Barden Acts? Under what condi- 
tions would there be the least danger of earmarked funds for voeational 
agriculture being eliminated? 

National farm organizations, and other groups that are sponsering the transfer 
of vocational agriculture to the United States Department of Agriculture have 
seen to it that the bill provides every safeguard to insure continuance of voca- 
tional agriculture in the United States Department of Agriculture. 


SAFEGUARDS 


Practically all of the objections to S. 1149 in its original form, which were 
raised by leaders in the field of vocational education and representatives of the 
American Vocational Association, have been met in the latest revision of the bill. 

1. It should be noted that when this bill is passed and becomes a law, section 
7 (a) (2) safeguards the Agricultural Education Service from the possibility 
of being combined with, or subordinated to, the Agricultural Extension Service 
or any other similar service in the USDA. 

2. Section 7 (d) provides that 37.6 percent ($206,800) of the funds authorized 
to be appropriated to the Office of. Education for the administration of all 
phases of vocational education shall hereafter be authorized to be appropriated 
to the Department of Agriculture for the administration of agricultural educa- 
tion. This is the same percentage of administrative funds as the ratio of agri- 
cultural funds allotted to the States is to the total of all funds allotted to 
the States for all phases of vocational education. It is therefore a fair and 
equitable division of the administrative funds between the Office of Education 
and the USDA. 

3. The last portion of section 7 (d) safeguards the autonomy of State 
boards for vocational education and prevents any changes in the present methods 
of administration of agricultural education programs on State and local levels, 
because of the transfer of functions on the national level to the USDA. 

4. Section 7 (e) divides the Smith Hughes teacher training fund of $1,000,000 
equally between agricultural education on the one hand, and trade and in- 
dustrial and home economics education on the other. This is also a fair division 
since the Smith-Hughes Act appropriates $3,000,000 for agriculture and $3,000,000 
for trade and industrial and home economics education. This subsection also 
allots the agricultural portion (50 percent) of the teacher training fund to 
the States on the basis of the ratio of the State’s rural population to the total 
rural population of the United States, as is provided in section 2 ef the Smith- 
Hughes Act for the allotment of agricultural funds to the several States, rather 
than on the basis of total population as at present. It also provides a minimum 
allotment of $5,000 for agricultural teacher training to each State for any fiscal 
year, instead of the present allotment of $10,000 as a minimum allotment for 
all phases of vocational education (agriculture, trades and industries, and home 
economics ). 

5. Section 7, subsections (i) and (j), provide further safeguards to insure 
that there will be no interruption or serious changes in present administrative 
procedures because of the transfer of agricultural functions to the United States 
Department of Agriculaure. 


STATEMENT OF DR. EDGAR FULLER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS 


The CuairmMan. Our next witness is Dr. Edgar Fuller. 

Dr. Futier. [ note that you have a prepared statement. You may 
either read it or submit it for the record and discuss it, whichever you 
prefer. 
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Dr. Futter. Mr. Chairman, I shall be glad to postpone my pres- 
entation. 

The CuamrMan. We shall be glad to hear you because I understand 
that you cannot conveniently come back on Mond: ay. 

Dr. Fuuier. I can come back on Wednesda: ay. 

The Cuamman. We may have to go to the floor in a moment for 
a vote, but I should like to accommodate you while you are here. We 
shall stay just as long as we can. 

Dr. Futter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, first, I should like 
to have your permission, Mr. Chairman, to put the quotation from 
Dr. MeGrath’s book in its context and to file a short statement show- 
ing the materials that surround that quotation. 

(See supplemental statement, p. 266.) 

The CHatrMan. That will be all right if you will not make it too 
lengthy. Ido not want to put the whole book in. 

Dr. Futter. On behalf of the clnef State school officers, Mr. Chair- 
man, | wish to express appreciation for this opportunity to testify 
on S. 1149. These officials of the State governments are the State 
commissioners and superintendents of schools in the 48 States and 
in the Territories and island dependencies. 

The CuatrMan. I take it you represent the State superintendents 4 

Dr. Futver. That is right. 

The CuatrrmMan. Or the State commissioners of education, what- 
ever their titles may be / 

Dr. Futter. That is right. 

They are the responsible administrative contacts with Federal 
agencies whenever Federal programs directly affect instruction or 
the provision of facilities in State systems of public elementary and 
secondar yse ‘hools. More spec ifical] Vy for our purposes here, the chief 
State school officers are the executive officers for vocational education 
in 44 of the States, and the ‘v have broad responsibilit les relating to 
the school systems in which vocational courses are offered in all the 
States. 

We do not express any opinion on any part of this bill except see- 
tion 7. That section proposes to transfer Federal administration of 
vocational agriculture education of less than college grade from the 
United States Office of Education to the United States Department 
of Agriculture. So far as I have been able to ascertain, Mr. Chair- 
man, the chief State school officers are unanimously opposed to sec- 
tion 7. 

This proposal would lead to additional Federal regulations issued 
by a noneducational Federal agency to regulate a single selected sub- 
ject of the high-school curriculum. It would tend to disorganize 
and unbalance » that curriculum. It would force the State and local 
school systems to fill out twice as many forms, make twice as many 
reports and receive twice as many F ederal agents in State depart- 
ments of education and local school districts, because it would make 
two Federal agencies concerned with vocational education instead 
of one. It would be confusing, uneconomical and inefficient, and it 
would interfere with sound State and local educational administration. 

The Cuatrman. Do you think it would greatly increase the costs 
of operating the program ? 
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Dr. Fuuier. It would increase the administrative costs. 

The Cuarrman. I mean the administrative costs. 

Dr. Fuuier. Yes. 

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, this proposed splintering of education 
would violate the fundamental concept of grouping Federal func- 
tions according to major purposes, because the instruction in agri- 
culture dealt with in section 7 is a secondary school subject in all its 
phases, and is part of the curriculum of school systems. It is edu- 
cation, not agriculture, just as physics and chemistry are school sub- 
jects and part of the curriculum and education rather than subjects 
for administrative direction by the Atomic Energy Commission. It 
clearly belongs in the education agency of the Federal Government. 
We sincerely hope it will be retained there. 

We do not understand how section 7 could become a part of a bill 
that purports to carry out the ss cdicseadiationa of the Hoover Com- 
mission. As your efficient committee staff has reported, Mr. Chair- 
man, it is clear that the task forces for both agriculture and education 
recommended exactly contrary to what section 7 proposes. It is true 
that the chairman of the agriculture task force has apparently changed 
his mind recently, but he spoke honestly and frankly only as an 
individual when he told this committee last week that the proposal 
of section7 “* * * does not result from any recommendation of 
the Commission or its task force.” 

He made it quite clear that his personal views are not different. 

The Commission report on agriculture, all agree, was silent on 
the matter. In the scramble to find some sort of Hoover Commission 
text to support section 7, however, a few proponents have claimed 
that the Commission report on education can be construed to justify 
it. A fair construction of the Commission report, we believe, leads 
rather to Dean Rusk’s testimony of last week already quoted—that 
section 7 “* * * does not result from any recommendation of 
the Commission or its task force.” 

Mr. Chairman, we believe the stated objectives of the Hoover Com- 
mission are admirable. We favor effective organization, efficiency, 
and economy in the Federal Government. Most of us would favor 
even more vigorous action than the Commission has recommended to 
achieve these results. Much of the so-called Hoover legislation already 
enacted, we hope and believe, is good, and is based on full considera- 
tion of the facts involved. We would be less than candid, however, 
if we did not express the serious disappointment of public school 
educators throughout the country with the Commission report on 
education. 

This report has been an enigma to educators since it appeared. It 
is sketchy and vague. The entire report covers approximately three 
pages. The first half merely lists some of the F ‘ederal relationships 
to education. Then the following paragraphs occur: 

With respect to elementary and secondary educational activities, there has 
been overlapping and independent promotion of curricula in highly specialized 
fields, while the general curricular needs of the country have been neglected. 
Direct aid to local schools with respect to curriculum development and the 
school-lunch program, has circumvented State departments of education. There 
has not been sufficient coordination of the educational and nutritional aspects 
of the school-lunch program. As regards its responsibility for the education 
of children of Federal employees on federally owned properties, the Federal 
Government does not have a consistent and comprehensive policy. There is no 
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common policy for the education of Indians, Eskimos, and other native peoples 
living in our insular and mandated territories, since this responsibility is dis- 
persed among a number of agencies of Government. 

Concerning higher education, nine departments and agencies are making grants 
or entering into contracts for research through colleges and universities without 
any coordination of these programs. For years the Government has made pay- 
ments for agricultural research. More recently the Government has been spend- 
ing huge sums in grants to higher institutions for atomic and military research. 
These projects are concentrated in the natural and physical sciences. The 
grants have an important effect on the educational system. 

There are those who believe that these various educational programs should 
be concentrated in the Office of Education. 

Recommendation No. 7 


This Commission believes, however, that these educational programs must be 
administered by the agencies whose functions the particular programs serve to 
promote. 

Practically, this concludes the report except for a few references 
to the traditional functions of the Office of Education and a recommen- 
dation that the Bureau of Indian Affairs be transferred to a proposed 
Department of Social Security and Education. 

Mr. Chairman, we agree entirely with the first and longest para- 
graph just quoted from the report, and this is the one that refers to 
elementary and secondary schools. Certainly, 

* * * there has been overlapping and independent promotion of curricula in 
highly specialized fields, while the general curricular needs of the country have 
been neglected. 

Senator McCarrnuy. I dislike leaving in the middle of a witness’ 
testimony, but I have an appointment at 12:30. So my leaving is 
no reflection whatever upon the witness, and I will take my copy. of 
your statement with me. 

Dr. Futter. I am sorry, Senator. Thank you. 

Section 7 of S. 1149 cannot possibly be in accord with this con- 
clusion of the Hoover Commission, because it is frankly a special 
promotion of a fragment of the curriculum in a specialized field. 

The Commission is assuredly sound from the educational viewpoint 
in the following two sentences, which deal with the school-lunch pro 
gram. Both the agriculture and education task forces recommended 
that the school-lunch program be transferred from the United States 
Department of Agriculture to the United States Office of Education, 
and the Commission apparently agrees. 

Mr. Chairman, it is difficult for us to understand why this clearly 
approved provision is not in S. 1149, and we urge your committee to 
substitute it for the present section 7. 

The next sentence deplores the lack of a comprehensive Federal 
policy for dealing with education of children of Federal employees 
on federally owned properties, and all of us are glad that this prob- 
lem is being solved by Public Laws 815 and 874, both enacted last 
year and administered in the United States Office of Education. That 
such concentration of educational programs affecting State and local 
school systems in the United States Office of Education is favored by 
the Commission seems even clearer from the last sentence of that first 
paragraph to the effect that— 

There is no common policy for the education of Indians, Eskimos, and other 
native peoples living in our insular and mandated territories, since this respon 
sibility is dispersed among a number of agencies of government 
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Here the Commission is dealing with elementary and secondary 
school systems, and the plain implic ation is that desirable policy in 
this field of education calls for elimination of dispersal of adminis- 
trative responsibility among several Federal agencies. We agree. 

The second paragr aph quoted from the Hoov er Report deals with 
higher education. ‘There is mention of nine departments of the 
Federal Government which pay colleges and universities for research, 
along with references to contracts for atomic research, military re- 
search, and agricultural research. We believe that the only Commis- 
sion-recommended dispersal of educational functions among the Fed- 
eral agencies “* * * whose functions the particular programs 
serve to promote * * *” refers to these contracts and grants in 
higher education. No doubt the Commission also had other programs 
of higher education in mind, such as in-service training of Federal 
personnel in the various Federal agencies, and field programs in the 
Department of State and in the Veterans’ Administration which are 
not directly connected with the State and local systems of elementary 
and secondary education. We are indebted to a member of the Hoover 
Commission itself for this interpretation, and the entire text fortifies 
this conclusion. Thus clarified, the Hoover Report cannot by any 
stretch of the imagination be construed to recommend that Federal 
contacts with State and local school systems be dispersed among 
numerous agencies of the Federal Government. The intent is clear, 
on the contrary, that these responsibilities should be coordinated in 
the Federal education agency, which is the United States Office of 
Edueation. 

The promoters of section 7, even when admitting that this is no 
“Hoover” recommendation, do not an through on their own logic. 
They have told us successively that: (1) No vocational education at 
all should be transferred to the Sasaricesie of Agriculture, that (¢ 2) 
both home economics and agriculture should be transferred, that (3 
vocational agriculture alone should be transferred. According to the 
theory of section 7, agriculture classes are agriculture but home 
economics Classes are education. There is really no reason to separate 
these two educational programs for purposes of Federal administra- 
tion, and if either belongs in the Department of Agriculture, then 
vocational trades and industrial education belongs in the United 
States Department of Labor, vocational business and distributive 
education in the United States Department of Commerce, and 
vocational guidance should be split three ways to satisfy all these 
Federal agencies. 

Mr. Chairman, the theory of section 7, followed consistently, would 
bring almost every nonedueational F eder al agency in W ashington into 
the public schools. The physical sciences would be fought over by 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the Army, the Navy and the Air 
Force; the De :partment of Justice would subsidize and supervise the 
teaching of citizenship and government; the Department of State 
could elbow its way into the teaching of current history and inter- 
national affairs; any number of milit: ary and civil defense agencies 
would scramble to do something about such school curricula as “physi- 
cal education, health and recreation. There would no longer be sys- 
tems of education teaching pupils a full range of subjects, ‘but only a 
horde of special Federal subject promoters, “each trying to persuade 
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the schools to do more in his special subject. We would have chaos, 
Mr. Chairman, in our schools, and Federal control of the programs ot 
our school systems. 

We have searched the records in vain to find any responsible edu- 
cational group which has in the past supported such notions for edu- 
cation. When Mr. Herbert Hoover was President of the United 
States, he appointed a National Advisory Committee on Education, 
which spent $100.00 of foundation funds and made a report in several 
volumes. This report disagreed with all such programs as that sug- 
gested by section 7 of S. 1149 and all dispersal of educational func 
tions outside the Federal agency for education, so far as public 
elementary and secondary education are concerned. Another exten 
sive national survey of education was made by the Advisory Com- 
mittee on Education which reported, again in several volumes, in 
1938. The tenor of that report was the same. 

| might add that the Policies Commission and the American Coun- 
cil issued a joint report in 1945 in the same direction and agreeing 
with these previous reports. All agree with the reasoning found in 
the Hoover Task Force Report on Education, which also expresses 
the clearly adopted policies of all the major educational associations 
concerned with the State and local school systems. 

We hope your committee, Mr. Chairman, will substitute for section 
7 of S. 1149 a provision to transfer the School Lunch Program from 
the United States Department of Agriculture to the United States 
Office of Education. 

1 should like to introduce the statement of the American Associa 
tion of School Administrators, Mr. Chairman, at the close of my 
testimony, along with some letters from State superintendents. 

The CuatrMan. Is it long / 

Dr. Fuuier. It is only a page and a half. 

The CHarMan. It may be printed in the record at the conclusion 
of your remarks. 

Dr. Futuer. Thank you, sir. 

This transfer, unlike that proposed by section 7, was recommended 
by the Hoover task forces bee for agriculture and for education and, 
as we have shown, is in accord with the principles of the Hoover 
report itself, 

The school lunch is an educational program and not an agricultural 
program. It is operated with full responsibility by local school au- 
thorities as a part of the school program, on school property, during 
school hours, and as a part of the school day. Since 1946 even the 
Federal law, under which somewhat less than 25 percent of the 
necessary funds and a minor part of the necessary commodities are 
furnished by the Federal Government, specifically places in the educa- 
tional egancies of the States the administrative responsibility to the 
Federal Gover nment as defined by law. There is even less reason why 
the Federal agricultural agency which makes surplus agricultural 
commodities available to the States should control the school-lunch 
programs than that the local butcher or grocer, who furnishes larger 
amounts of these commodities, should operate them. 

Mr. Chairman, the proposed transfer of the school-lunch program 
from the United States Department of Agriculture to the United 
States Office of Education is supported by all major groups of edu- 





258 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


cators connected with the State and local school systems because it 
will coordinate the lunch and school programs as the Hoover Com- 
mission recommends; simplify administration of those systems; pro- 
mote efficiency and economy; and reduce the number of noneduca- 
tional Federal agencies making demands upon the schools. 

The Cuarrman. Is that what you call a counterattack? 

Dr. Futter. That is what we call a substitution of a more desirable 
provision. ; 

We hope your committee will find it possible to make the substitu- 
tion for section 7 we have suggested. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. If you have some other material you want to intro- 
duce in the record, it may be submitted. 

Dr. Fuuurr. I believe there are some letters I would like to submit. 
I have weeded them out carefully. These are statements from State 
superintendents and State commissioners of education, in lieu of 
bringing all of those 20 or 30 people to Washington. 

The Cuarrman. Leave them with us, and we will further screen 
them, not with the view of eliminating anything that is pertinent, 
but with the view of trying to avoid as much duplication as possible. 
Often we can state, “Other letters from so-and-so support the views 
here expressed.” 

You may leave them, and we will place at least some of them in 
the record. 

(The statement and letters referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WortTH McCiure, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE AMERICAN 
ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 


The American Association of School Administrators is strongly opposed to 
the provision of S. 1149 which would transfer vocational agriculture from the 
United States Office of Education to the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture, 

This association has always favored the channeling of vocational aducation 
services of all types through the United States Office of Education and the State 
departments of education in the several States. It is highly essential that vo- 
cational education be coordinated with the program of general education to 
which it is in so many aspects closely related. Not only is coordination through 
the United States Office of Education and the several State departments im- 
portant from the standpoint of educational efficiency, it is also important from 
the standpoint of economy of money and economy of effort. 

The proposal to splinter off vocational agriculture from the other vocational 
and general education services afforded the States by the United States Office of 
Education means a duplication of services and personnel at Federal and State 
levels. It means a lack of coordination among the various fields of education 
at these levels. It means complicating the administration of school programs 
at the local level. 

If vocational agriculture were to be transferred as currently proposed in 
S. 1149, the local superintendent of schools would find it necessary to work with 
another Federal agency. The demands of the Department of Agriculture upon 
resources and personnel of the local school system would be made without 
knowledge or regard of the other educational activities. There would be con- 
flicts of authority and needless duplication of paper work. 

Common sense as well as the need for integrating all aspects of the educational 
program make it imperative that vocational agriculture at the Federal level be 
retained where it now functions well in relation to other vocational and gen- 
eral education, as a part of the services offered by the United States Office of 
Education. 
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{Telegram ] 


LANSING, MicH., September 5, 1951. 
Dr. Epear FULLER, 
Executive Secretary, National Council of Chief State School Officers, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Re proposed transfer of vocational agriculture (S. 1149) it is the firm and 
expressed opinion of Michigan school administrators at the State and local level 
and of all Michigan teachers of vocational agriculture that agricultural educa- 
tion is a function of the public schools and should be administered by the same 
agency as administers the total educational program. Vocational training, 
whether it be agricultural education or any other occupational training is a 
part of the total training and development of an individual; therefore, the agency 
involved in total education of a child should be the one responsible for voca- 
tional education as well as general education. Section 7 of proposed §S. 1149 
should be deleted. 


Lee M. THURSTON. 


STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 
Pierre, Judy 26, 1951. 
Dr. Epcar FULLER, 
Executive Secretary, National Council of Chief State School Officers, 
Washington 6, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Futter: Your bulletin of July 13 is at hand and I am very much 
interested in same especially in the transfer of vocational agriculture to the 
United States Department of Agriculture. 1 would be available to come to Wash- 
ington at State expense if it is necessary to appear before committees in this 
connection. 

* a + + * s © 


Our State board of vocational education at a meeting on Tuesday, July 24, 
passed a resolution opposed to the transfer of the vocational agriculture to the 
United States Department of Agriculture. We will send a copy of this resolu- 
tion to our Senators and Congressmen and will mail you a copy at the time we 
send it to the others. 

With best personal regards to you, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
HAROLD S. FREEMAN. 
State Superintendent. 


Aveust 31, 1951. 
To: Mr. Hubert Wheeler, commissioner of education. 
From: Tracy E. Dale, assistant commissioner, vocational education division. 
Subject : S. 1149. 

S. 1149 among other things would transfer to the United States Department of 
Agriculture functions of the Federal Security Agency and the Commissioner of 
Education pertaining to the administration of the Smith-Hughes Vocational 
Education Act, the Vocational Act of 1946, and the acts of March 10, 1924, March 
3, 1931, and March 18, 1950, as they relate to training of agricultural teachers, 
This includes 37.6 percent or $206,800 of total funds authorized for the admin- 
istration of all vocational-education programs. 

We are opposed to this section of S. 1149 because— 

1. Voeational education in agriculture has always been and should remain a 
part of the public-school system, The function is one of education. All phases 
of education through the public schools are administered through the State De- 
partment of Education and under the guidance of a qualified staff in the United 
States Office of Education. 

2. Vocational education in agriculture is basically concerned with the devel- 
opment of a program that will bring about changes in human beings which will 
result in an improved agriculture. Vocational education in agriculture under 
the United States Department of Agriculture might easily result in placing too 
much emphasis upon what we do to agriculture rather than what we do to 
students. 
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3. If vocational education in agriculture should be transferred to the United 
States Department of Agriculture, then by the same line of reasoning, vocational 
home economics should be transferred to the same Department; trade and indus- 
trial education should be transferred to the Labor Department ; distributive edu- 
cation should be transferred to the Department of Commerce; and thus the State 
department of education and the local school systems would have directives 
from many Federal agencies relative to their educational programs. The devel- 
opment of such a parallel educational system conducted by noneducational 
Federal agencies would be dangerous. All programs for the education of children, 
youth, and adults should be channeled through the local board of education, the 
State department of education, and the United States Office of Education in 
order to have a strong educational program for the Nation. 

4. To make such a transfer would set up a very strange situation Wherein the 
public schools of our Nation would be performing under a Federal agency in 
Washington having no connection with the State public-school systems. 

>». In a democracy public,education requires academic freedom, One way to 
protect academic freedom is to maintain a strong unilied organization—the 
United States Office of Education—free from directives from outside Federal 


agencies, 


STATE OF Iowa, 
Board FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, 
Des Moines, August 31, 1951. 
Dr. EvGar FULLER, 
Erecutive Secretary, National Council of Chief State School Officers, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. FULLER: I am writing you relative to section 7 of S. 1149 as revised 
on May 28, 1951. 

We feel that the transfer of vocational agriculture from the United States 
Office of Education to the United States Department of Agriculture, as proposed 
in this section of the bill, would be a very serious mistake. It is our opinion 
that any educational program to be effective should be handled on the National, 
State, and local levels through agencies whose primary function is education. <A 
transfer of vocational agriculture out of the United States Ollfice of Education 
might be merely the start of transfers of other functions to agencies with special 
interests ether than education. 

You might be interested in knowing that visits with the top personnel in the 
Iowa Farm Bureau Federation did indicate that they are strongly opposed to 
such a transfer. The Vocational Agriculture Teachers Association of our State 
is also Opposed to the transfer. I am enclosing a copy of a resolution which was 
drawn up by those agricultural-education people attending the central regional 
congress on research and agricultural education, This meeting was held at Iowa 
State College, Ames, on August 15 to 18. You will notice from the contents of this 
resvlution that this group was unanimous in opposing the transfer. 

If there is anything further that I can do to present the point of view of Lowa 
people on this matter, I will be glad to have you get in touch with me. 

Sincerely, 
JESSIE M. PARKER, 
Superintendent, Department of Public Instruction. 


STATEMENT ON SENATE BILL 1149 


We the undersigned individuals attending the regional conference on research 
in agricultural education at Lowa State College, Ames, Iowa, on August 15-18, 
reviewed and discussed Senate bill 1149. We agreed unanimously that section 7 
(concerned with the transfer of vocational education in agriculture from the 
Federal Security Agency to the United States Department of Agriculture) should 
be removed from this bill before further consideration by the Senate. We do not 
believe that the proposed transfer will contribute to the purposes of the bill. 

We want vocational education in agriculture to remain in the Office of Educa- 
tion of the Federal Security Agency and we submit our reasons herewith: 

1. The success of vocational education in agriculture depends upon its being 
a part of the total program of the public-school system. 

2. No part of a public-school system can be linked administratively with an 
out-of-school agency. 
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3. If the transfer of vocational education in agriculture should be consum- 
mated as proposed in Senate bill 1149, it is the beginning of the splintering and 
disintegration of public-school] programs. 

4. This proposed transfer will increase Federal control by placing the admin- 
istration in the Department of Agriculture which is devoted to a special interest. 

5, Obviously, to accomplish the end sought, the change will not stop at the 
Federal level. The reorganization of all agricultural agencies on both State and 
local levels must come if this end is to be accomplished, even though section 7 
of the bill attempts to camouflage this point. 

6. The relationships of vocational education in agriculture to the agencies of 
the United States Department of Agriculture are now good. Control by the 
United States Department of Agriculture does not assure bettering the re- 
lationships. 

7. Within the North Central States represented at the meeting. we know of no 
one engaged in vocational education in agriculture who is in favor of the pro- 
posed transfer of vocational education in agriculture to the United States 
Department of Agriculture. 

H. W. Deems, chairman, department of vocation education, Linecoin, 
Nebr.; Harold G. Kenestrick, associate professor, agricultural 
education, Columbus, Ohio; Ralph R. Bentley, associate pro 
fessor, agricultural education, Purdue, West Lafayette, Ind.: 
Carl F. Lamar, supervisor, agricultural education, Lexington, 
Ky.; H. M. Hamlin, chairman, agricultural education, University 
of Illinois, Urbana, Ill.; Raymond M. Clark, associate professor, 
agricultural education, East Lansing, Mich.: U. E. Wendorff, 
instructor, vocational education, University of Nebraska, Lincoln, 
Nebr.: Walter T. Bjoraker, assistant professor, agricultural 
education, Madison, Wis.;: Floyd Cox, supervisor, agricultural 
education, Lexington, Ky.; Daryl C. Sharp, vocational-agriculture 
teacher, Minster, Ohio: Stanley Wall, teacher-trainer, agricul 
tural education, Lexington, Ky.; J. A. Starrak, teacher-trainer, 
agricultural education, lowa State College, Ames, Iowa: E. E. 
Clamin, assistant professor, agricultural education, Purdue, West 
Lafayette, Ind.: R. M. Collins, graduate student, Lowa State 
College, Ames, Iowa: Willard Anderson, graduate student, Lowa 
State College, Ames, lowa; Clarence L. Rhodes, graduate student, 
lowa State College, Ames, Iowa; G. F. Ekstrom, professor, agri 
cultural education, University of Missouri, Columbia, Mo.: G. P 
Deyce, professor, agricultural education, University of Illinois, 
Urbana, Ill.; L. J. Phipps, assistant professor, agricultural edu 
cation, University of Illinois, Urbana, Ill.; C. E. Bundy, assistant 
professor, agricultural education, Lowa State College, Ames, Lowa ; 
Don Meaders, vocational agriculture, teacher, Wilber, Nebr. ; 
ID. Ray Purkey, assistant supervisor, Columbus, Ohio; Harry W. 
Kitts, associate professor, agricultural education, University of 
Minnesota, St. Paul, Minn.; Harry E. Nesman, chief of vocational 
agriculture, State department of instruction, Lansing, Mich 
R. L. Hayward, assistant supervisor, Jefferson City, Mo.: G. V 
Roderick, assistant professor, agricultural edueation of Missouri, 
Columbia, Mo.; H. P. Sweany, assistant professor, agricultural 
education, Michigan State College, East Lansing, Mich.: Ralph 
W. Gruenwald, vocational agriculture instructor, Tipton, Lowa; 
J. P. Malinski, assistant supervisor of agricultural education, 
New Prague, Minn.; Gordon Swanson, instructor, University of 
Minnesota, St. Paul, Minn.; Ralph E. Bender, professor, agricul 
tural education, Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio; James 
D. Hamilton, graduate student, Iowa State College, Ames, Iowa. 


STATEMENT CONCERNING S. 1149 oF THE CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
HARTFORD, CONN. 


The bureau of vocational education of the Connecticut State Department of 
Education is opposed to the transfer of the responsibility for vocational agricul- 
ture from the Office of Education to the Department of Agriculture as proposed in 
S. 1149. 


88670—51 -18 
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Such a proposal is apparently based on a misconception of vocational agri- 
culture education. The reasons for such a transfer apparently are found in 
the administrative and technical agriculture aspects and with little consideration 
of the educational phases. The vocational agriculture program provides sys- 
tematic instruction through established school facilities. It incorporates with 
technical and practical instruction in agriculture “of less than college grade” 
other related and nonvocational studies for the full development of individuals. 
Since this is primarily an educational matter, it should fit into established pat- 
tern for the administration of public education. 

WILLIAM H. FLAHARTY, 
Acting Commissioner of Education. 


STATE OF MAINE, 
COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION, 
Augusta, August 27, 1951. 
Dr. EpGAr FULLER, 
Executive Secretary, National Council of Chief State School Officers, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Ep: I am back in the office on a half-time schedule and among the items 
that have accumulated and deserve attention is section 7 of S. 1149. I was not 
a little shocked with the proposal to invade the public-school system with voca- 
tional education in agriculture, the prize to be seized and transferred to a unit 
of government other than the United States Office of Education. I wish to reg- 
ister a strong protest. 

I would be interested to know what lies behind this effort. Someone has 
told me that it was recommended by the Commission on Organization of the 
Executive Branch of the Government, but I have been unable to document this 
as fact. Even if true my question still holds what lies behind the proposed 
change. 

It seems to me that there should be almost universal agreement that the edu- 
eation of youth—and vocational agriculture is education for youth—should be a 
responsibility of divisions of government which have been designed to implement 
this fundamental purpose. The channel is clear—the people, the local school 
committee and superintendent, the State department of education, and the 
United States Office of Education. To depart from this organization would be 
to precipitate an adventure in chaos with young people as the victims. More- 
over, a precedent would be established which might well be but the first link 
in a developing chain of division of responsibility. 

I am sending copies of this letter to members of the Maine delegation. 

Sincerely yours, 
HARLAND A, Lapp. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 
Raleigh, August 14, 1951. 
Hon. CiyDe R. Hoey, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Hoey: I am very much concerned about Senate bill 1149 which 
proposes to transfer vocational agriculture education from the United States 
Office of Education to the Secretary of Agriculture. In my opinion this would 
be a tragic mistake on the part of Congress if such a provision were authorized. 

Under the Constitution of North Carolina, the State board of education is 
charged with the responsibility for the public-school system of the State and 
is clothed with full authority to administer all phases of education. It is not 
felt by our judicial advisers that any entrance into the public schools for the 
administration of any phase of public education would be within the limits of 
the Constitution. Certainly the State board of education would be unwilling to 
allow any other agency, than the agencies of education to participate in the 
administration of our public school system. Any other policy would bring about 
chaotic conditions which would be tragic in their effect. 

We fail to see how the United States Department of Agriculture would be 
able to work with the public school systems of the several States on an intelli- 
gent and efficient basis in view of the fact that they were not set up for pur- 
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poses of education and have neither the trained personnel nor the traditions 
upon which to base intelligent and effective action. I can think of no quicker 
way to destroy what I believe to be one of the most important services of edu- 
cation being rendered to the rural people of this country. Our own Agriculture 
leaders do not desire this change because they can easily and readily see the 
unfortunate implications of such a proposal. 

I do not know of any proposal that has been submitted to the Congress in 
recent years which is more unsound in its premises and which involves greater 
danger, both in action and present, to the whole program of public education 
throughout the country. All of us are accustomed to working with the United 
States Office of Education which we have found to be a very efficient and in- 
telligent organization. I see no reason to complicate a satisfactory situation 
and to build up one agency at the expense of another when the results to be 
obtained cannot from the very nature of the Case be as satisfactory as under 
the present set-up. 

As you know I do not become easily alarmed about any situation, having 
been under fire so uch for so many years. But in this instance I am greatly 
disturbed and wish to solicit your active and powerful support in opposition 
to the bill. I am glad that you are a member of the committee which has this 
matter under consideration. 

With best wishes and kindest personal regards, I am 

Very truly yours, 
CLypE A, ErwIn, 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction. 


STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION AND 
WISCONSIN STATE BOARD OF VOCATIONAL AND ADULT EDUCATION, 
Madison 2, Wis., August 2, 1951. 


To School Administrators. 


My Dear Coworkers: We have just been advised that hearings are most 
likely to be held within the next 2 or 3 weeks on bill 8S. 1149. This bill proposes 
the reorganization of the United States Department of Agriculture and, among 
other things, provides for the transfer of the home economics education service 
and the agricultural education service from the United States Department of 
Xducation to the United States Departinent of Agriculture. 

A citizens committee of the Hoover Commission has revised the bill and will 
most likely ask that the provisions of the May 28, 1951 revision be substituted 
for the original bill. Section 7 of the proposed revision provides, among other 
things, for the transfer from the Federal Security Agency. United States Office 
of Education to the United States Department of Agriculture, the functions of 
administering the provisions of the Smith-Hughes Act and the George-Barden 
Act as they relate to agriculture, including the administration of payments to 
States. It has been stated that the proposed action would be in conformity with 
the recommendation of the Hoover Commission. However, upon checking the 
recommendation of the Hoover Commission, it has been found that the Com- 
mission did not recommend transfer of vocational agriculture or home economics 
from the Federal Security Agency to the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture. The Hoover Commission task force recommended against the transfer. 

We feel that the transfer of vocational agriculture or home economics or both 
to the United States Department of Agriculture would be an extremely serious 
blow toe education in this country. This would result in a further split-up of 
educational functions on the national level. As you know, educational activities, 
at the present time, are carried on by many of our United States Government 
departments. Educators generally feel that a further decentralization of the 
educational activities in the manner proposed in bill S. 1149 would result in a 
weakening of the United States Office of Education. 

According to the information which we have, the Senate Committee on Execu- 
tive Departments will handle hearings on S. 1149. Senator Joseph R. McCarthy 
of Wisconsin is a member of this committee. It is extremely important that you 
express your viewpoint to our Wisconsin Representatives and particularly Sena- 
tor McCarthy on the proposed transfer of vocational agriculture or home eco- 
nomics or both from the Federal Security Agency, United States Office of Edu- 
cation to the United States Department of Agriculture, at an early date. 

4 
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We believe that transfer of either or both of these educational activities out 
of the Office of Education would result in many new problems in these programs 
on both the State and local levels, 

With best wishes. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. L. GREIBER, 
State Director, Vocational and Adult Education. 
G. k. Watson, 
State Superintendent, Department of Public Instruction. 

(Additional letters, similarly opposing the transfer of vocational 
agricultural education from the United States Office of Education to 
the United States Department of Agriculture, were submitted by 
Mr. Fuller from the following individuals, and are on file with the 
committee; Mr. Vernon L. Nickell, superintendent of public instruc- 
tion, Springfield, Il.: Mr. M. F. Peterson, superintendent, depart- 
ment of public instruction, Bismarck, N. Dak.; Mr. Roy E. Simpson, 
superintendent of public instruction and director of education, Sacra- 
mento, Calif.; Prof. Hollis P. Allen; Mr. W. Harold Lopez, superin- 
tendent, department of public instruction, Territory of Hawaii; 
memorandum from Mr. Lewis A. Wilson, commissioner of education 
for the State of New York, Albany, N. Y.: Mr. E. Allen Bateman, 
president, National Council of Chief State School Officers; and Mr. 
Glenn A. Duncan, State superintendent of public instruction, Carson 
City, Nev. 

The CuatrmMan. Now, there is one further point I wanted to ask you 
about. It has been suggested here that the State superintendents of 
education possibly are using some tactics calculated to intimidate or 
coerce or influence educators and vocational teachers who favor this 
transfer. 

I do not know that there is any basis for those charges except what 
has been testified. Do you care to make any comment upon that ? 

Dr. Futter. Yes, 1 would like to make a comment on that. 

The complaint that Mr. Rhoad made was on behalf of an anonymous 
supervisor of agricultural education. Now, the supervisor is work- 
ing under the director of vocational education in the State and not 
the chief State school officer at all, so it could not have been the chief 
State school officer, if it was his immediate superior, who I assume it 
Was, 

The CuHairman. I have not read the letter, and I do not know the 
full import of it. 

Dr. Futner. I would like to congratulate Mr. Rhoad for coming 
here, although I disagree almost totally with what he said because 
most of the testimony which I have seen on this side of the question 
has been anonymous. There was an exhibit presented in evidence, but 
it was not labeled as to who prepared it. It was just by an anonymous 
expert in voctional agriculture. 

The CHainman. When that was called to the Chair's attention, I 
might say that the Chair ruled that it would have to be identified as 
otherwise it would not go into the record. We are not taking anony 
mous testimony. I feel that way decidedly. 

(The exhibit referred to appears on p. 251 of testimony ot Dr. 
Rhoad, who identified himself as the author. ) 

The Crairman. As far as the Chair is concerned, I would be glad 
to welcome to this committee anyone who wants to express his views 
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and make a contribution to this matter, but I do not want to weigh 
testimony and views without knowing the author of them. 

Dr. Fuuier. I would like to say a word about the attitude of the 
chief State school officers which I do not believe Mr. Rhoad represent- 
ed as I believe it is. 

I know all of them personally. Several of them have been State 
directors of vocational education. So far as I know, there is not an 
opponent of vocational education among them. They are all sup- 
porters and believers in vocational education, and they would dis- 
agree with this segment from Dr. McGrath’s book as heartily as any 
member of this committee. 

Such men as Dean Sehwieckhard of Minnesota and Howard of 
Vi irginia used to be State directors of vocational education before they 
became ¢ hie f State se ‘hool officers. 

There is the sum of $27,000,000 for these four or five programs, if 
you count guidance, which is administered in the Office of Education. 
That sum is matched, according to the law, to the extent of about 
$100,000,000 of State and local money, as Dr. Gregory pointed out. 
But vocational education in the five and a half billion dollar school 
program of the elementary and secondary schools has a total cost far 
more than $125,000,000. It is probably closer to half a billion dollars 
because there are all kinds of programs that are not strictly within 
the George-Dean and the Smith-Hughes laws and are not federally 
subsidized at all. 

I could give you detailed evidence from every one of the 48 States 
showing that the chief State school officers are he artily in accord with 
voc: ational education. 

The CHairnman. Well, of course, we would not have om to hear 
all of them, and many of them would probab ‘ly send in duplicate 
testimony in expressing their views. There is no objection, however, 
to having the record clear as to their position if they care to sign a 
joint letter or each one writes a letter stating his position. We can 
record in the record their position without repetition of the argu- 
ments in favor of it. 

Dr. Fuutier. They have a general policy statement on voc ‘ational 
education which covers only a page or so and which was unanimous sly 
adopted. 

The Cuarman. Was that placed in the record a while ago? 

Dr. Future. No, but I could get that if you would like to have it. 

The Cuatmman. All right. If you care to submit that, you may 
do so. (The statement referred to is on file with the committee. ) 

Are there any questions ? 

Senator Scuorrret. I do not have any questions. I said the 
other day that my 14 years of experience on a high school board and 
the knowledge that 1 picked up as Governor of my State in trying to 
work with the State educational institutions when the ‘v presented their 
budgets and all of those things led me to make the statement that I 
could see where there would be some very definite confusion develop- 
ing and uncertainties if we just made this blanket change. 

That was my reason for wanting to have as much information pre- 
sented before this committee as possible. I appreciate your views 
on this subject. 
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Dr. Futter. Senator Schoeppel, with respect to the question which 
you have asked several other witnesses about the position of the land- 
grant colleges and universities, Mr. Russell Thackeray, executive 
secretary of that organization, in a recent meeting, stated that the 
land-grant colleges were staying entirely neutral on this question 
and that they were neither for nor against section 7. 

We have in these exhibits statements opposing section 7 from the 
faculty with which Mr. Rhoad was recently connected at the Univer- 
sity of Nebraska and also from members of Dean Rusk’s staff at the 
University of Illinois. So there is a tremendous difference of opinion 
even among those who are engaged in vocational agriculture. There 
has been no compulsion whatever in many of the voluntary state- 
ments which have come in from individual agricultural teachers and 
supervisors and State directors of vocational agricultural education 
of numerous States. I am sure that the testimony that Mr. Adams 
and others gave for the American Vocational Education Association 
is certainly authentic as representing the opinion of the majority of 
that group. 

Senator Scuorpret. I am glad to have that information. 

The CuatrmMan. Thank you very much. 

(Subsequently, the following supplemental statement was received 
from Dr. Fuller, containing a letter from Dr. Earl J. McGrath, United 
States Commissioner of Education, referring to the quotation from the 
publication “Toward General Education” :) 

SerremBer 13, 1951. 
Hon. Joun L. McCrecian, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator MCCLELLAN: In accord with your permission granted during my 
testimony on 8. 1149 on September 7, I am submitting herewith for the record 
of those hearings a communication addressed to me by the United States Com 
missioner of Education which places the quotation of his views on vocational 
education by Dr. C. E. Rhoad in its context. I can testify as a matter of personal 
knowledge that these are the true views of Commissioner McGrath on this 
subject. The letter is as follows: 

SepTEMBER 11, 1951. 

Dear Dr. Futter: It was very kind of you indeed to come to my defense in 
the hearings last week on S. 1149 when one of the witnesses, Dr. C. E. Rhoad, 
attempted to lead the members of the committee, and incidentally of course the 
members of the vocational education profession as well, to believe that since 
assuming this office I have been opposed to, or negligent of, vocational education 
If I had been there and the committee chairman had permitted me to do so, I 
could of course have shown that both allegations are false. Since I was not 
there I am glad to know that the committee chairman acceded to your request 
that a statement he inserted in the record to place the misleading quotation 
in its true context. 

On page 9 of Mr. Rhoad’s testimony distributed in mimeographed form at the 
hearing, he led the committee to believe that I was opposed to vocational educa- 
tion by quoting from the volume, Toward General Education, which nine other 
members of the faculty of the State University of Iowa and I wrote in 1948. 
When this quotation is taken out of context it, like many other public statements, 
is misleading. It should be pointed out in the first place, as anyone who has 
read the book would immediately recognize, that the program of studies set forth 
in that volume was concerned exclusively with education in the liberal arts 
colleges and not in high schools. At no point did the authors undertake to 
evaluate vocational education as it is now conducted in the high schools of the 
country. For the purposes they had in mind at that moment they considered 
such an evaluation outside the scope of their work. I know of no member of 
the group including myself who has any fault to find with vocational education 
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as it is now offered in the high schools of the country. I am sure we could all 
congratulate those in vocational education who are now educating so many Amer- 
ican youth for a productive and responsible life in our society. But as I say, 
that is a matter that we were not considering at the moment. 

On the same page from which Dr. Rhoad selected his passage we attempted 
to make perfectly clear that we were not concerned “with technical preparation 
for the various vocations.” We said “we leave to the special departments, 
schools and institutions established for this purpose” such matters. We said 
also that we were here concerned with general studies alone, but that even these 
contributed along with vocational courses to vocational success. Any just person 
I think would therefore see unat we had merely limited our discussion to general 
studies in that volume. 

Sut the important fact to keep in mind is that any critical remarks made 
about vocational training relate, as those who read the rest of the book must 
certainly see, to the highly specialized technical and theoretical instruction now 
offered in colleges and universities. Much of this instruction does not con- 
tribute to the education of the average American for the life into which he 
moves when he leaves these institutions. I personally believe that the frag- 
mentation of the curriculum and the proliferation of specialized courses in the 
upper years of the college have been carried too far. These courses having a 
vocational purpose and flavor, are primarily designed for those few students who 
expect to go on for graduate instruction in these fields such as physics, chemistry, 
history, and sociology. For their purpose they are good. But I believe this type 
of professional orientation of the college program has caused faculty members 
to have too little concern about the education of all college students for the 
veneral responsibilities of citizenship regardless of their vocation. 1 think the 
liberal tradition needs to be firmly reestablished in the colleges of the country 
if our citizens are to deal adequately with the enormously complex problems 
of our time. It is this type of vocational or technical education against which 
we were inveighing, and my opposition to this overemphasis on highly specialized 
education in institutions of higher education I do not wish to retract. 

With regard to the matter of my neglecting vocational education since oe- 
cupying the office of the United States Commissioner of Education for the past 
214 years, I think the record is clear. Along with the Assistant Commis- 
sioner for Vocational Education, I have stanchly defended the budget of 
that division of this Office before the Estimates Division of the Bureau of 
the Budget and before the Appropriations Committees of the Congress. The 
hearings before these committees are of course printed. If therefore anyone 
has any doubts as to what was said on those occasions the record is available. 
Moreover, my relationships with the members of the profession of vocational 
education have certainly been as close as with any other group in the profession. 
Soon after coming to the Office, with the advice and counsel of the Assistant 
Commissioner for Vocational Edueation, I appointed an advisory committee 
on vocational education, the members of which have been exceedingly helpful in 
interpreting the needs of vocational education and in pointing to the proper 
direction for development in the years ahead. Among the members of this com- 
mittee I count some of my warmest friends. If they have been seriously dis- 
turbed about the present administration of vocational education, Marion Adams, 
State director of vocational education in Arkansas who testified before this com- 
mittee for the vocational forces of this country, did not so indicate. The State 
vocational directors, Supervisors, and teachers are working with our staff for 
the constant improvement of vocational education. 

In my testimony, as you will remember, I admitted that there were certain 
shortcomings in our vocational education program. I pointed out that these 
were largely the result of lack of funds. If staff members are to travel to the 
various States for consultation and advice more frequently than they do at 
present we shall have to have more ample funds for this purposs¢ Likewise, if 
we are to extend our research activities and increase the number of our scholarly 
publications in the field of vocational education we shall have to have more 
adequate support. 

The members of this staff are always willing to face criticism. and to discuss 
with those who make it plans for improving such inadequacies as may be demon- 
strated. I should like to say, however, that I consider this a time when the 
members of the profession ought to exhibit the greatest amount of statesman- 
ship in dealing with our common problems. I do not believe any useful purpose 
to be served by personal attacks on members of the profession either inside the 
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Government or outside. I believe that only as we all put our intellectual and 
physical energies to work in behalf of the total improvement of education in 
the United States can we accomplish such improvement, and can we gain the last- 
ing respect of laymen generally on whom in the last analysis we have to depend 
for our support—Federal, State, or local. 

Again may I thank you for the oportunity to clarify these matters which if 
allowed to go without comment would, I am sure, have caused confusion among 
the members of the profession and, as I say, damage to our common cause, 

Sincerely yours, 
EArt J. McGratTH, 
United States Commissioner of Education. 


It was generous of you to permit this explanation to be made for the record, and 

I appreciate it very much. 
Sincerely yours, 
Epcar FULLER, 
Executive Secretary, National Council of Chief State School Officers. 

The Ciatrman. The committee will stand in recess until 10 o’clock 
Monday morning. . 

(Whereupon, at 12:45 p. m., Friday, September 7, 1951, a recess 
was taken, the committee to reconvene on Monday, September 10, 1951, 
at 10 a. m.) 
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MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 1951 


UNrrep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN 
THE Execurive DerarTMents, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, In room 357, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. John L. McClellan (chairman) pre- 
siding. 

Present: Senators McClellan, Underwood, Moody, and Schoeppel. 

Also present: Senator Aiken; Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk; 
Glenn K. Shriver, Miles Scull, Jr.. professional staff members; and 
Ann M. Grickis, assistant chief clerk. 

The Cuarrman. The committeee will come to order. We shall re- 
sume hearings this morning on S. 1149. The first: witness is Mr. 
George Heidrich. Will you come forward, please, sir. 

Mr. Heidrich, do you have a prepared statement / 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE HEIDRICH, AREA VICE PRESIDENT, 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS, 
CHARLESTOWN, W. VA. 


Mr. Herricn. No, sir; I have no prepared statement. 

The Cuarrman. Will you identify yourself for the record, and 
proceed. 

Mr. Hemricu. My name is George Heidrich, and I am a farmer 
in West Virginia. I am here representing the National Association 
of Soil Conservation District Supervisors. 

Mr. Clay Stackhouse, our vice president, is also here as the next 
witness. 

We are very much interested in the proposed reorganization in the 
Department, but I would like to confine my statements to the parts 
of the reorganization that would affect soil and water conservation, 

The Cuatrman. Is that section 6 of the bill? 

Mr. Hemricn. It would be section 6 and section 7. 

The CuarrMan. Sections 6 and 7? 

Mr. Heriricn. Yes, sir. 

First, I think I would like, if possible, to establish the supervisor’s 
right to speak on this matter. 

The Cuamman. You do not have to establish that. You certainly 
are welcome to speak. We will be glad to hear you and we will be 
glad to have your viewpoint, as we are the viewpoints of all those 
whose interests might be affected by this legislation. 
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Mr. Herricu. Suppose, then, that I get right to the bill, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Cuarman. Do you have something there that you want to in- 
sert in the record ? 

Mr. Hemricu. No. I merely wanted to make it clear that our in- 
terests are solely conservation and that we feel that conservation 
should be carried on through districts as at present. We feel that the 
districts have been doing a very fine job and deserve the support that 
they are now getting, and more support, so that the job can be gotten 
done more quickly. 

The Cuairman. Do you think the reorganization as proposed in 
sections 6 and 7 would disturb the present set-up and detract from 
the efficiency and effectiveness of it ? 

Mr. Hewricn. I do, sir. I think it would very materially ad- 
versely affect the district’s work. 

The Cuarrman. Tell us how. 

Mr. Hemricu. In section 6 there are eight categories of service 
suggested. Let us confine ourselves to Nos. 3 and 4, which have to do 
more or less with conservation. 

The bill sets up an Agricultural Consultation Service and also an 
Agricultural Resources Conservation Service. 

The Cnamman. Do you think there is an overlapping in those two 

ategories, the Agricultural Consultation Service and the Agricultural 
Resources Conservation Service? 

Mr. Herricu. Do you mean at present, or according to the bill’ 

The Caiman. According to the bill. Would it indicate an over- 
lapping with possibly the Consultation Service on soil osc 
being furnished by one agency of the Department while the actual 
per formance service is in another ? 

Mr. Herpricu. It should be that, but the bill did not put it that 
way, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuatrMan. It seemed to me that it did. Go ahead, sir. 

Mr. Hewricu. The Consultation Service is primarily our present 
extension. It is sort of built around that. The Extension Service 
is very useful. It is useful to the districts in its present form, and 
that agency should in no way be held back from the work they do 
for us. 

The Cuatrman. Do you think this would prevent them from co- 
operating ? 

Mr. Hewricn. This would not hold them back. I am just merely 
establishing the fact that we do make use of Extension, and they are 
very valuable in an educational way. 

Now, the particular help that is given to the districts by the Soil 
Conservation Service, I believe to be in a different category. But the 
section 7 of the act says: 

The administrative unit administering the functions transferred from the 
Federal Security Agency, together with the Extension Service and the Soil Con 
servation Service, shall be included as autonomous units in the Agricultural 
Consultation Service and none such units shall be subordinate to any other of 
such units. 

Now, the Soil Conservation Service is an action agency. 

The Cuammay, Is it your point, then, that you believe the Soil 
Conservation Service work would be transferred to this category of 
agricultural consultation service? 
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Mr. Hewricu. I am under the impression that this bill would do 
that, and that is what I object to. 

The Cuaiman. I wanted to get your point clearly in mind. 

Mr. Hemricn. Yes, sir. 

I think we would very seriously object to putting the Soil Con- 
servation Service in the category of an educational agency. 

The CuareMan. In other words, you do not want it under the 
Extension Service ? 

Mr. Herpricn. That is correct. 

The Cuairman. You do not want it dominated or supervised by 
the Extension Service; is that the point? 

Mr. Hewricu. That is right. 

The Cuarman. All right, sir; proceed, please. 

Mr. Hemricn. Now, the fourth recommendation as a service you 
will find is the Agricultural Resources Conservation Service. 

Now, what is to go into that if you are to put the Soil Conservation 
Service and the Extension Service into the Agricultural Consultation 
Service ? 

You see, you will have taken the heart out of the conservation part 
of the Service and put it into Extension. 

The Cuarrman. What would be left, then, in the category of the 
Agricultural Resources Conservation Service if the Soil Conservation 
Service should be placed under the Extension Service, or, rather, the 
Agricultural Consultation Service? 

What would be left under category No. 4? 

Mr. Herricn. Do you want me to answer that? 

The Cuarrman. Yes. What we are trying to do, I might say to 
you, Mr. Heidrich, is to lay the cards on the table here and see this 
from everyone’s viewpoint. No one is wedded to this bill as it is now 
written. 

We are trying to study it. 

Mr. Hemricu, What would be left would be the Forest Service and, 
according to the Hoover Commission’s report, Land Management. 

The CHarrman. That is, if Land Management were transferred ? 

Mr. Hermrricu. Yes; if Land Management were transferred. 

The CHarrmMan. You think it would put those two together and 
that that would be all that could come under category No. 4? 

Mr. Hemricu. That is right. 

We supervisors are very much of the opinion that soil conservation 
and water conservation should never be a part of an agency’s responsi- 
bilitv; never part, say, of the responsibility of Extension. 

We feel that it should be the duty of an agency, and never just 
merely a part of the duty. It is that important. 

The Carman. You want to have it completely divorced? 

Mr. Herrtcn. I think the Soil Conservation Service or this new 

‘ategory of Agricultural Resources Conservation Service should never 
be subordinate to or a part of any other service. It should be abso- 
lutely and completely divorced from any other ties. It is that im- 
por tant. 

The CHatrrMan. I ama strong supporter of soil conservation. I am 
sure that it is the view of every member of the committee that we want 
to reorganize the Department, if we can do so, to obtain greater effi- 
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ciency and more effective results, plus any economies that may be 
included. 

But no one wants to take a service that is as important as we regard 
soil conservation and disorganize it and give it some position of 
unimportance. 

If the bill does that, I know we will be glad to have it pointed out 
to us. 

All right, you may proceed. 

Mr. Heiwricu. Now, I think there is reason to consider a bill such 
as you have been considering and that there is a need for some type 
of reorganization. I think ‘the Department of Agriculture and the 
Secretary of Agriculture recognize that fact. 

I think there has been confusion between the concept of ACP pay- 
ments of PM.A and the Soil Conservation Service appropriations, and 
I think that is recognized within the Department. 

The Secretary not so long ago, possibly — this spring, brought 
out memorandum No, 1278, which, in effect, is a reorganization of the 
Department. That memorandum was, I ielinwe, put together with a 
great deal of thought and with a great deal of cooperation on the part 
of all interested parties, including our organization. I think that it 
goes a long way toward clarifying the Department’s work insofar as 
conservation is concerned. 

The Cramman. May | ask you whether the provision appearing on 
page 7, beginning at line 3 of the bill. which provides that the Exten 
sion Service and the Soil Conservation Service shall be included as 
autonomous units in the Agricultural Consultation Service and states 
that “none such units shall be subordinate to any other of such units,” 
seems to place them all on an equal basis! That is the intent of the 
bill as now drafted. 

Would you care to comment on that provision ? 

Mr. Herricn. [recognize the fact that it does put them on an equal 
basis with no subordination one to the other, but it does, in effect, say 
that they are each part of the Agricultural Consultation Service. 

Consultation is not action. The concept of that whole service is 
education, the spreading of information. It is the Extension Service 
that is spoken of. That is that work, and it is trying to broaden it. 

Now, it is true that it does say that they are to be autonomous 
units. Now, in a grouping of this kind, with the Secretary being 
granted an assistant, according to this it would be logical to put these 
under an assistant. 

Yet, I don’t think that the interests of these put into this category 
are compatible enough. Soil Conservation is not, I believe, in the 
same category as Extension. It should rather be under an assistant, 
we will say, who has more like services under him. 

The Crairman. In other words, you have here the Soil Conserva 
tion Service, which is an action or performance function, together 
with the Extension Service, which is an educational service, and vou 
have them under one supervising head, the head of the Consultation 
Service. 

Mr. Hemricu. That is right. 

The CHamman. That is the way this apears to me. 

Mr. Hemricu. I do not think we would like that too well. 
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The Cuatrman. The fact that you do not like it is hardly adequate. 
If it were in the interests of efliciency and economy, that would be a 
little different. 

Mr. Hemricu. Let me say that it would be better for the sake of 
economy and efficiency to have it in another category. 

The Crairman. There are several things that appears to me to 
not be practicable or advisable under the circumstances. ‘To say that 

do not like them is very well as far as expressing a view is con- 
cerned, but here we are trying to get concrete facts to support the 
position one takes. 

All right, you may proceed. 

Mr. Hemwricnu. To continue a little further with this same line of 
reasoning, if you did establish an agricultural resources conservation 
service, I think that is where the Soil Conservation Service should 
be. If such a change is to be made, I think that is where it belongs. 

Senator Scnoerret. Mr. Chairman, may I break in here to say that 
I regret that I am going to have to leave in order to attend another 
committee meeting. I assure you that I will check the record on this 

The Cuatmrman. All right. Thank you, Senator Schoeppel. 

You may proceed, Mr. Heidrich. 

Mr. Hewricu. That is our stand, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to again mention that memorandum No. 1278 of the 
Secretary, as I said before, I believe goes a long way toward clarifying 
the duties of the parts of the Department of Agriculture that have 
to do with conservation. That is all at present that our association 
is concerned with. 

The CHairman. Do you have a copy of that memorandum, Mr. 
Heidrich ? 

Mr. Hempricn. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. Is it very lengthy? 

Mr. Hetpricn. It is lengthy; yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. If you have an extra copy, I would like to have 
you file it with the committee. 

Mr. Heipricu. I will leave a copy with the clerk. | Subsequently, 
Memorandum No. 1278 was inserted in the record by Hon. Charles 
F. Brannan, p. 344. | 

I think it should be looked over very carefully because our asso- 
ciation is trying to make it work. We do not think it is perfect. We 
think it could stand some changes. 

The CHarrman. But you prefer that arrangement to the reorgani- 
zation as provided in this bill, so far as soil conservation is concerned ? 

Mr. Hemricu. Very much so; yes, sir. 

I believe that it is a step in the right direction. We are getting 
prepared now to possibly suggest changes to make it work better. 

Senator Moopy. Like Senator Schoeppel, I am going to have to 
go to the Banking and Currency meeting this morning, as they are 
going into executive session. I will also check the record. 

Mr. Hewrricu. Mr. Chairman, that about concludes my testimony. 

We have another representative, Mr. Clay Stackhouse, of our na- 
tional association, present. I believe Mr. Stackhouse can possibly give 
you a little different slant on this than my testimony. 

I thank the committee for their invitation. 
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The CHarrmMan. We appreciate your testimony. What we are 
trying to do here is to develop a complete record of the facts to help 
us evaluate the changes proposed in the bill. 

Thank you very “much, The committee is glad to have your 
testimony. 


STATEMENT OF CLAY STACKHOUSE, VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS, WAKEMAN, 
OHIO 


The CHatrman. Mr. Stackhouse, will you come forward, please, 
sir? 

Mr. Strackuouser. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Clay Stackhouse, and my address is R. D. 2, Wakeman, Ohio. 
I am a farmer and national vice president of the National Association 
of Soil Conservation Districts. 

The National Association of Soil Conservation Districts is com- 
posed of 2,400 soil conservation districts of the United States, which 
cover approximately 80 percent of the farm and ranch lands. 

We, of course, as Mr. Heidrich has stated, are vitally concerned in 
in the aspects of soil conservation and in getting that work done on 
the land. 

We are interested in several phases of this bill. We are interested in 
research because we cannot have an adequate program of action un- 
less we know how and why to do things and when to do things, as 
research furnishes that information. 

I can see that basic research needs to be under one administration. 

But I also see the need for practical research to find the answers 
to problems which come up from time to time. 

As problems come up that we can find answers to quickly, maybe 
part of the answer will be in basic research, but there will be some 
additional research necessary to quickly establish the answer to the 
question that comes up. 

The Cratmrman. Do you think the setting up of an agency for re- 
search services would necessarily include the Soil Conservation Ser- 
vice in the course of its performance of making experiments and doing 
research ¢ 

Mr. Sracknouse. Well, I would hope not, but from the statement 
of the bill it seems it would put it all under one administration. 

The Cuamman. No doubt it is intended to put all of the basic 
research in one agency or subdivision, but I wondered whether the 
bill goes so far as to include those out in the field actually engaged 
in performance and making such practical tests as are indicated to 
be advisable by the situation. 

I do not know whether it is intended to do that, or not, but I can 
well see that in the actual performance of the work you would run 
into problems as to which you would want to make some tests and 
experiments. 

Mr. Sracknovuse. I would hope that your interpretation of the 
thing is right, because I think that is the logical way to do it. I agree 
with that. 

I have been farming for the last 25 years, and I have worked elosely 
with experiment stations and with the Extension Service. For the 
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last 5 or 6 years I have worked very closely with the Soil Conservation 
Service. 

It seems to me that we do need those different approaches to get the 
right answers to the problems. 

The CHamman. You have no. objection, then, as I see it, to having 
basic research in soil conservation in this research section ¢ 

Mr. Stackuovuse. No; I would not. 

The Cuatrman. But you do not want the practical workers out in 
the field to be denied the opportunity of making such tests as the cir- 
cumstances indicate are advisable? 

Mr. SrackHovse. That is the way I would like to see it, the way you 
express it, Senator. 

I would like to go a step further on this Extension Service. Chang- 
ing that to a consultation service makes a nice change in name, but 
it seems to me, from my contact with the Extension Service, that they 
have established the name Agricultural Extension Service which is 
the cooperative agency between the Department of Agriculture and 
the land-grant colleges in the States, with part of the support coming 
from the counties. 

They have established that name “Extension” to the point where it 
has a real meaning to farmers, and there is no one who can object 
to or do anything except to praise their broad educational program 
with the adults, and particularly the youth, of our country. 

That program, together with the vocational education program is 
meeting a vital need i in that broad educational field. I would hate to 
see anything done which would change that. Changing the name 
would detract from the prestige they have established for the Exten- 
sion Service. 

It seems to me that it would. It does not seem as though it is neces- 
sary because I think it is really accepted. 

In Extension we have a broad educational program. We knew some 
of the problems of agric mailings: some of which have cried for answers 
sooner than others. A good many years ago we began to study the 
problem of land use as farmers as we sat around our tables and dis- 
cussed that matter. We knew that we had a problem of land use, but 
we had no way of doing very much about it until we established the 
soil conservation districts. 

Those districts, as you know, are subdivisions of our State govern- 
ne and are established under the State laws. They are governed 
by local people and are created in a democratic manner. ‘They are 
typical of what we think is the ideal American way of carrying ont a 
program for people who want to help themselves ‘do a job that is so 
important as this soil conservation work, getting agricultural land put 
back to its proper use; getting it protected, and obtaining for our- 
selves and all of our people the utmost benefits that we can from the 
conservation of soil and water. 

Along with production benefits which have been established, we 
also have flood-control benefits. That is particularly important now, 
and proper control and proper protection of these watersheds, in my 
opinion, is going to be one of the real contributing factors in control- 
ling floods all over this count ry. 

I have seen what can be done in some watersheds, and it seems to me 
that if it can be done in one watershed, it can be done in another, as 
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well as making the land more productive and putting it into a state 
where it will continue to be productive. 

The same program holds the water where it falls and makes it go 
into the ground, and controls floods in that way. 

I think those needs need to be brought into this picture. 

It seems to me, as George Heidric h said before, that this soil con- 
servation assistance to districts is so important that it should not be 
coordinated with any one other division unless they have the same 
type of assistance to furnish to the farmers and ranchers of the 
country. 

The Cuamman. May I ask you a question, Mr. Stackhouse ? 

As an experienced practical farmer, and also as an officer of the 
National Association of Soil Conservation Districts, would you tell us 
what functions as between the Extension Service and the Soil Con- 
servation Service are overlapping and duplicating ? 

Mr. SrackHouse. As a farmer, I can’t tell you i that there are any of 
them that are overlapping or duplicating. I think most of that is in 
the minds of people who read newspapers and is from reports that 
get into newspapers due to poor reporting or poor editing of news 
reports that come out from various people. 

The Cuamman. Well, do they perform the identical services at any 
stage of their program ? 

Mr. SrackHovse. Sometimes we have county agents making as their 
principal program a soil conservation farm planning type of pro- 
gram, which is the thing that the Soil Conservation Service does 
through the soil conservation districts. 

The Cuatrman, Ican appreciate that they might. 

Mr. Srackuouse. Generally, they don’t. 

The Cuairman. I do not necessarily feel that that is duplication. 
If soil conservation is good and the Extension Service tries to conform 
to the general practices of soil conservation, I do not necessarily think 
that that is overlapping. That is more of a coordination of the 
program. 

Mr. Srackuovuse. I would like to bring out the fact that the pro- 
grams are coordinated at the level of the county because the soil- 
conservation district can use help from any place where the help is 
available. 

We have a memorandum of understanding with the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service, and we also have it in our State with the Extension 
Service, so that the county agent helps to carry on the educational 
program of the soil-conservation district and he frees our technical 
assistance that we get from the Soil Conservation Service so that the, 
may give their full time to planning the practices for the land and 
getting them applied. 

The CHairMan. You see, this is what happens: The Extension Ser 
ice goes out and helps a farmer build his contours and make his stock 
farm. Then adjoining that farm the land is in a soil-conservation 
district, and maybe on the same day an Extension Service man over 
here helps a farmer on one side of the fence while a Soil Conservation 
man on the other side helps the farmer in doing substantially the same 
thing. That is why the public says that there is a lot of overl: apping 
and duplication. 

When you go into town, you will find the offices of one agency on 
one side of the town and those of the other somewhere else. On the 
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surface, it looks like there is a lot of duplication and overlapping as 
between the two agencies. That is what we are trying to find out and 
eliminate wherever it is feasible to do so. 

Mr. StackHouse. Well, my experience with the agencies has led me 
to believe that there is no overlapping. I find real coordination and 
cooperation to get the job done. 

It is the question of who can do the most and w here each one can be 
most effective. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you find competition in the sense that each tries 
to get more farmers under their supervision than the other? Is there 
a competitive spirit between the two agencies ? 

Mr. SracxHouse. Well, where I have seen it it has been a friendly 
competitive spirit and not a competitive spirit to see who can get the 
most farms or the most people in their programs. Rather, it has been 
an attempt to reach the most people to get the most done on the land. 

It seems to me that both the Extension Service and the Soil Con- 
servation Service have been sincere. 

The CHarrMan. In other words, if there is some competition, it is 
friendly and also advantageous to the farmers ? 

Mr. Stacknouse. I think it is. I think it can be. I think that is 
one reason why the two should not be in the same service and under 
the same direct supervision. 

The CuatrmMan. Do you think that in operating that way they ac- 
tually make more progress and render greater service ? 

Mr. Srackxnouse. I believe so. That has been my experience with 
them. 

I don’t know that there is any more that I can add to it. Thatisa 
practical answer to it. 

The CHarrman, I am not trying to suggest answers to you. I am 
trying to study this thing. 

Mr. Srackuovuse. That has been my experience with it. We have 
studied land use and have land-use committees. I could have brought 
you a map that we prepared in our county back about 1937 or 1938 
outlining the same problems that we are facing today. But from 1938 
until the time we established the soil-conservation districts in 1945 
there was no organized effort to do anything about changing the land- 
use pattern of our county. 

Then when we organized the soil-conservation district the county 
agent went out and helped in that organization. We brought in the 
help of the Soil Conservation Service, and we now have somewhere 
close to 200 farm plans in the county. That is about 10 percent of the 

land that is under plan. 

In addition to that, there are the changes that the farmers pick up 
themselves from neighbors whose farms are under these plans. 

Along with that, we have had a good educational program within our 
Extension Service in the county. We have worked out a program with 
our vocational-agriculture schools, established under the control of the 
State department of education, where we take classes with our farm 
planner and the soil-conservation district and work out the proper 
method of determining what the farm needs and arrive at the right 
kind of farm-operation plan. 

The CuHatrman. You have not chosen to speak about it, but I should 
like to ask you whether you find any serious conflict or handicap in 
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any way in getting all of these services coordinated by reason of the 
fact that vocational education is in the Office of Education rather than 
in the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Stackuouse. No; I do not. 

The CuarrMan. Do you think that there would be any particular 
advantage in transferring vocational education from the Office of 
Education to the Department of Agriculture ? 

Mr. SrackHouse. My personal opinion is, that I do not know what 
the advantage really would be. I think that we can at the county 
level establish a better program by working more closely with the 
vocational-education departments in our schools. I think that in a 
good many cases they have been left to work separately, rather than 
taken into a complete agricultural program for the county. We are 
working toward that very rapidly, using the district as a means of 
pulling all of these people together. 

The CHamrman. We have Senator Aiken with us this morning, a 
former member of this committee, former chairman of this commit- 
tee. He is vitally interested in agriculture and is this legislation. 

Senator Aiken, we are very glad to have you with us, and we extend 
an invitation again to you to question the witness. 

Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, I am glad I dropped in this morn- 
ing to hear Mr. Stackhouse’s testimony, because it gives me an op- 
portunity to reassure him that neither in this bill nor in any other 

egislation which is considered by the Committee on Agriculture of 
the Senate has there been any intent whatsoever to interfere or change 
the work of the Soil Conservation Service at the State or local levels. 

The soil-conservation districts are State insitutions. So far as I 
am concerned, they will always remain State institutions and will run 
their own affairs. 

It is intended that, if possible, we will try to avoid any duplication 
and bring about full cooperation at the national level. 

As to the experimental work which has been mentioned, it is not 
intended that an operating agency carry on basic research. 

Certainly, however, they are entitled to apply research. 

The basic research in agriculture, of course, is being carried on 
through the experiment stations. But other agencies are not only 
privileged, but are expected to apply the results or recommendations 
that have been worked out. 

For instance, the Forest Service naturally would be expected to 
try new forestry methods whether they have been worked out through 
the experiment stations or not. That is in their own particular line. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation certainly should have the 
right to experiment with different types of grain storage, and so 
on down the line. 

The sole purpose here is to bring about cooperation at the top. 
These various agencies, the Forest Service, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, the Extension Service, the experiment stations, the agri- 
cultural conservation programs and the SCS are all pretty closely 
interrelated. 

In many States, and I think in most States, there is pretty good co- 
operation, particularly at the county level. The SCS programs are 
financed in considerable part by money which is appropriated to the 
PMA or the aaticattirs) conservation programs. They pay a cer- 
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tain amount for approved practices. That is something that has 
been worked out between the different agencies. 

I just want to reassure you Mr. Stackhouse that there is no intention 
whatsoever of interferring with the work of your agency in any way. 
How reports to the contrary get around the country I do not know, but 
those things do get around. 

But we do feel that they should be closely united at the top. 

Now, I think the only one they can report to is the Secretary of 
Agriculture. If they had to report to each other at this level, I under- 
stand that there is fear among them that they would be demoted in 
rank for reporting to somebody else of equal rank. We want to get 
away from that. 

Probably the heads of these agencies could report to an Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture, and that is one reason why we have provided 
an additional Assistant Secretary of Agriculture because their rating 
certainly would not be affected by reporting to the Secretary of 
Agriculture himself who, however, does not have time to receive re- 
ports from all of them or to an Assistant Secretary. 

The CuHarirMan,. Senator, what you have in mind is that their reports 
und so forth could clear through one administrator rather than an 
assistant ? 

Senator Aixen. That is right. 

As I understand it now, there is some fear in the Department of 
Agriculture among the heads of these subagencies hat if they report 
to the head of another agency within the department what they are 
doing about their work, they might technically be subject to a lower 
rating themselves; and, therefore, no one of them is going to take a 
chance of reporting to the head of the other subagency what they 
are doing. 

The CHairman. They felt, from previous testimony here, Senator, 
that this bill would actually subordinate in a sense the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service to the Consultation Service or the head of the Consulta- 
tion Service. 

I do not believe you were present when that fear was expressed. 

Senator ArkEN. I was not here when that testimony was given. 

It is intended to provide one agency to which all of these others can 
report and to do away with any fear on their part that they are going 
to lose their rating if they do that. 

The CHartrman. Separately coordinated for administrative pur- 
poses at the Washington level ? 

Senator Arken. That is right, and at the State and local level there 
is to be no change whatsoever. 

The CHarrMan. Is there anything else, Mr. Stackhouse? 

Mr. Stracxuovse. It just seems to me that you could put research 
and education together easier than you can put the Soil Conservation 
Service action program closer to Extension. It seems to me that 
research and extension could go closer together in an agency, or in a 
division, than the action program which the Conservation Service 
brings to the districts. They are closer related while this action pro- 
gram that we have from the Soil Conservation Service down through 
the districts to the farmers takes a different type of mind than an 
Extension Service program. 
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You get a teacher in one case, and you have a man who is a doer in 
the other case. Both are essential. You cannot take the teacher and 
make a research worker out of him, nor would you take a research 
worker and put him in charge of an action program, as I see it. 

This program has been successful just because we have had the 
different types of people working on it. 

Senator Aiken. As a matter of fact, although the Soil Conservation 
Service does advise a farmer what to do, it is an operating agency to 
the extent that it maps that out, but the farmer pays for the work 
himself. 

Mr. Srackxuovuse. That is right. 

However, this man from the Soil Conservation Service goes to the 
farm and with the farmer works out the plan for his farm which fits 
not only the farm, but the farmer himself. I think that is an im- 
portant point of this matter. 

In the case of the Extension Service we come out with a broad edu- 
cational service depending upon meetings, bulletins, and circulars. 
The work has been done on the land in every State so much faster 
since we have been able to give farmers the on-the-site assistance. 

Senator Arxen. That is right, but I know that the Soil Conserva- 
tion man usually works in cooperation with the county agent. 

The SCS has been far behind in its work. I do not know how it is 
now. A couple of years ago it was about 5 years behind. They had 
work for about 5 years ahead. 

Mr. Sracxuovse. That is right. 

Senator Arken. And probably it does today. 

Of course, the county agent can help out a lot. The farmer cannot 
be expected to wait until a complete mapping can be made of his farm, 
or a complete plan made for his farm improvement. 

I might suggest that—and I rather think this is being done in some 
places in spite of the fact that he is supposed to have a complete plan 
of his farm before he goes ahead—the Soil Conservation Service 
should not wait until a complete plan can be made for the farm if, as 
in some cases, the farmer simply wants a little assistance in stopping 
a stream from carrying his meadow away. He does not want to wait 
until he can get a full map of his farm to get some help on that. 

Mr. Srackuovse. In the last few weeks there has been a change in 
the method of operations to permit that kind of technical service being 
given to the farmer, and through the districts there has been a very 
good coordination of the Extension Service and the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service so as to get the most done on the land. 

As you say, our big problem with the Soil Conservation Service is 
the lack of personnel to work on getting this work done as fast as it 
should be done. It would take a good many years to catch up. 

If we had adequate service, we could do this job in a good many less 
vears, and it would not cost any more money in the long run. It would 
increase the total income to agriculture and to the Nation. 

Senator Arxen. As I pointed out—and this was called to my atten- 
tion some time ago—it was partly the fear of being subject to a lower 
rating which kept the Department people from talking to each other 
and reporting to each other more. They all could report to an Assist- 
ant Secretary of Agriculture. That would eliminate that problem. 

Mr. Sracknovse. Well, that might be a formality that would work 
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well in the Department, but it seems to me that at the level of the 
farmer, with the districts making these services available through the 
counties and through the districts, and with the districts coordinat- 
ing these services, nothing should be done which would disturb that 
kind of relationship. That is the thing we are very much concerned 
about. 

Senator Arken. I do not want any change at the district level any 
more than you do. 

The Cuarrman. What you are concerned about is that you do not 
want to be subordinated or demoted from your present status ? 

Mr. Sracknuouse. Well, we feel—and_ I think it is logical for us 
to feel this way—that if we are put in with some other agency which 
has more money or maybe has somebody at its head with a very strong 
personality, that it is going to be logical that the stronger of those 
agencies will receive more attention. 

“Senator Arken. I think your fear indicates that you have arrived, 
because, you know, when any group or agency gets well established, 
such as some of our private institutions in this countr y, they feel that 
any change in legislation at all might be harmful to it. It is a natural 
apprehension. 

But in this case I do not believe, and certainly hope, that it is not 
warranted. 

Mr. Stacxnovse. I certainly hope, and I feel sure, that you gentle- 
men will not do anything intentionally to disturb the work of soil- 
conservation districts. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Stackhouse. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL W. SCHOEN, FORMER EXECUTIVE SECRE- 
TARY, FOREST FARMERS ASSOCIATION 


The CuHarrman. Our next witness is Mr. Paul W. Schoen. 

Will you come forward, please, sir? 

Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Scnorn. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Iam Paul W. Schoen. My scheduled appearance before this com- 
mittee is to present the views of the Forest Farmers Association, of 
which I served as executive secretary until September 1. Even though 
I am not officially connected with the association at this time, at the 
request of the officers and directors, and because of my knowledge 
of the program and policies of the association, I am representing 
them in an advisory and consulting capacity until my successor takes 
over the work on September 15, 

The Forest Farmers Association represents both small and large 
private timberland owners in 15 Southern States. With approxi- 
mately 75 percent of forest lands in private control, this group holds 
a key position as to present and future wood production. Also, tree 
crops are a most important part of the southern regional economy 
which, in turn, contributes to the nationtal forest economy. 

Therefore, this association has a basic interest in S. 1149, as it 
affects our forest lands and forest products. 

Right at the start, let me say that we are in favor of the general 
objectives and purposes of this bill. We believe that the Hoover 
Commission did a fine job. This bill would put into effect the major 
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recommendations of the commission concerning the Department of 
Agriculture, but some parts of the bill, as introduced, are in direct 
variance with the commission’s findings and report. 

My discussion of S. 1149, which follows will be presented in se- 
quence with the sections of the bill, rather than on any priority of 
pOrIERO or whether we favor or oppose the particular sections: 

Section 1. As stated in the introductory remarks, we heartily en- 
dorse the purpose of the bill to make the program of the Department 
of Agriculture more efficient and effective. 

Section 2. We wish to state that we believe the provision for the 
Secretary of Agriculture to reexamine the organizations of all agen- 
cies and functions of the Department of Agriculture for— 
the reduction of expenditures and promotion of economy to the fullest extent 
consistent with the efficient operation of the Department and the elimination 
of facilities, stations, and offices that duplicate facilities and work otherwise 
conducted by the department of the States— 
is most commendable. 

We concur with the balance of the section, with the exception of 
subsection (4), where there is a possibility that the joint administra- 
tion of federally owned lands may introduce complications which 
might be avoided by placing the responsibilty of the administration 
with the Department and with the States functioning in an advisory 
capacity. 

Sections 3,4, and 5. We shall make no comment on these sections 
other than to state that from our contacts with the Department of 
Agriculture that additional assistance is needed by the Secretary to 
more efficiently operate the many activities under his direction. 

Section 6. This section of the bill provides that the Department 
of Agriculture operational functions be placed in eight major admin- 
istrative services. Such a grouping by legislative statute would be 
undesirable from the viewpoint of effectiveness and operational effi- 
ciency and is not in line with the report of the Hoover Commission. 

If included in the revision of this bill, which may be approved for 
enactment, the grouping should be only a recommendation for con- 
sideration subject to such additions or deletions as might be to the 
best interests of the department and the public it serves. 

The CrHarrman. If I may interrupt you, would you say that you 
primarily favor the provisions of section 5 of the bill, rather than sec- 
tion 6, which seems to possibly contain conflicts or ambiguity ? 

Mr. Scuoren. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. If the bill is enacted as presently written, the ques- 
tion would arise as to whether the Secretary would be required to 
conform to section 6, or could exercise his discretion under section 5 
and disregard section 6, and set up administrative services other than 
those provided in section 6. What is your opinion about that? 

Mr. Scuoren. We believe that there should be some leeway. The 
functions of the Department of Agriculture are very diverse, and it 
has always been true in the past that the Secretary has had the leeway 
to make the necessary adjustments in administration. 

We. believe that the type of men that we have had as agricultural 
secretaries have proven their worth and have not abused this privi- 
lege. We believe that they should continue to have such leeway as 
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necessary to make the operation of the Department efficient. That is 
the purpose of this bill. 

The Ci HAIRMAN. Let me ask you this question, then : 

If section 5 of the bill is enacted and section 6 is stricken from 
the bill, then we would have in effect a bill delegating to the Secre- 
retary of Agriculture the power to do the internal reorganization 
of the Department according to his own judgment and discretion, 
would he not? 

Mr. Scuoen. That is practically the wording, as I interpret it. 

The CuarrMan. The language of section 5 is substantially the same 
as reorganization plan No. 4, which was submitted last year and which 
the Senate rejected. 

The question in my mind is whether the Senate, after having 
rejected the plan which delegated substantially the same powers, 
or the exact powers as are delegated here in section 5, would now be 
willing to delegate those powers by the enactment of section 5, striking 
out section 6. 

Would you so recommend ? 

Mr. Scuorn. I don’t believe that section 6 should be completely 
stricken from the bill. I think it could serve as a guide. I believe 
Congress could retain pretty close control. 

The Cuatrman. Do you think it should be rewritten so as to make 
that the recommendation of the Congress? 

Mr. Scuoen. That is right. 

The CuatrMan. Subject to the discretion of the Secretary to make 
alterations or changes as found to be practicable in the reorganization ? 

Mr. Scuoen. That is the point that I have in mind; the imprac- 
ticability of setting up rigid divisions from which there would be no 
variation regardless of the broadness of the program. There are 
so many things—and I am going to mention some of them a little 
later on in my testimony—with reference, for instance, to forestry, 
that might not just fall within the grouping of this section. If the 
Secretary should be bound by the rigid formula of eight divisions, 
there might not be the possibility of making the necessary shifts and 
changes ‘that would make the work of the “Department efficient and 
effective. 

It seems to me that that is what we are aiming for all the way 
through on this proposed legislation. 

The CHamRMAN. May I say this: My purpose in interrupting you 
is to enable me to carry along your thoughts and to get them fixed 
in my mind. 

One other thought in connection with this is that if we delegate 
that power to the Secretary, and if that is all the Congress does, 
and if then the Secretary makes the transfers and puts the Soil 
Conservation Service under the head of the Agricultural Consulta- 
tion Service, or some other administrative head that he might set up, 
the effect of it would be, as has been pointed out here this morning, 
or might be, at least, to demote or subordinate the Soil Conservation 
Service. 

Then we would have to accept the responsibility because we would 
have delegated the powers away and did not ourselves pass judgment. 
We did not perform our duty and pass upon the controversy, fixing 
it by law. 








284 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Scuoen. I may be asking a question which is out of line. 

The Cuarrman. Not at all. 

Mr. ScHorn. Would there not be that same leeway within these 
eight divisions, unless they are more completely defined ? 

The Carman. You are correct, sir. Some of us think that there 
would be. 

Mr. Scuorn. Therefore, it seems that you would have the same 
danger of a service being placed in the wrong category amongst the 
eight rigid divisions just as you would if the Secretary had some 
leeway. 

The Cuarrman. I can fully agree with you that anything we do is 
going to contain some part of it, at least, that is going to be wrong. 

But if the Congress does it, then those whose interests are adversely 
affected appeal to us and we can probably make a change. But if we 
delegate the power away, and then you appeal to us where some mis- 
take has been made, we have delegated the power away. Of course, 
we can recall it. I mean that we could pass a bill and recall it. 

But the initial impact of the complaint will come to the Congress— 
why did you do it? 

That is is what we are confronted with. 

Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, I think one reason for making the 
form of reorganization mandatory, is because of the difficulty that 
the Secretary of Agriculture encounters every time he undertakes 
then to reorganize the agencies within the Department itself. 

Friends of these agencies have sometimes reached the point. where 
they actually go to the President to get him to order the Secretary 
not todoit. We have this jockeying for prestige and fear of demotion. 

You may recall that 3 years ago it actually reached a point where 
one agency of Government issued leaflets—not publicly and openly, of 
course—instructing their employees how best to attack another agency 
within the Department of Agriculture. 

Those things have brought about a real demand for mandatory 
reorganization. 

I expect the Secretary will be up here tomorrow and probably will 
have his own recommendations to make. He made at least an effort 
this spring to get a little better coordination by directing that all of 
these agencies, wherever possible, be located under one roof, or, at least, 
in the same town where it is less easy to carry stories from one to the 
other which might otherwise, by the time they arrived, be not com- 
plimentary and generally exaggerated. 

I think he has made a start there. 

Whether we will ever be able to successfully reorganize this depart- 
ment and eliminate rivalry, overlapping functions, and so forth, with- 
out mandatory legislation, is open to question. 

The Cuarrman. Is it your view, Senator, as the author of the bill, 
that it is incumbent on the Congress, under the prevailing conditions, 
that we spell out the reorganization so far as it is practical to do so by 
legislation rather than leave it up to the discretion of the Secretary ? 

Senator ArkeN. I think that with regard to some of these services 
legislation is necessary. Otherwise, there will be commotion within 
the Department iself, which will be demoralizing, and the matter is 
bound to get into politics with request made by the friends of different 
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agencies coming to the White House asking that a stop be put to this 
thing which they say may possibly be harmful to them. 

The CHatrMAN, Our aim in these hearings is to develop the full 
picture so that we may intelligently determine how far we should 
go in reorganizing and how much power should be delegated then to 
the Secretary to follow through. 

Senator Arken. In the final analysis, Mr. Chairman, it will be up to 
the committee to make the recommendation. I think you are doing 
a very thorough job in getting all of the viewpoints here which you 
will then have available for evaluation. Then you can make your own 
decisions. 

Mr. Scnoen. While I am not entirely familiar with all of the other 
departments that have come under reorganization plans, I believe the 
others have more leeway left than is provided by this particular 
section. 

I may be mistaken in my analysis, but from what I know I believe 
that this is the only department where the Secretary is being tied 
down to a hard and fast situation such as this would provide. 

Senator ArkEN. I think the Secretary already has the authority of 
section 6, if he could do it. 

Mr. Scorn. Memorandum 1278, which has been mentioned earlier, 
is a long step forward toward the very thing you have suggested— 
getting an agreement among the various divisions in a peaceable man- 
ner, so to speak, without carrying their “war clubs” to the White 
House, as you have suggested, Senator Aiken. 

I believe the Department of Agriculture has gone a long way through 
memorandum 1278 as was mentioned by the Soil Conservation group 
this morning. 

Senator ArkEN. It may be possible, as Mr. Schoen suggests, that if 
section 6 is put in the form of a recommendation of the Congress, it 
would be sufficient to enable the Secretary to carry out the desired 
reorganization program. 

Mr. Scuoen. Do not most of the recommendations in legislation 
carry the power of action, as a general thing? That is, if it is a 
recommendation of the committee, it has in effect the effect of law 
ina great many cases? 

The CHarrMan. There has been one thing suggested here by the pre- 
vious witness. I do not know whether or not there might be some 
objection to this since the Extension Service is an educational service. 

The suggestion was that it would be well to put the research service 
in the educational service. 

Senator ArkeNn. That is something for the committee to consider. 

The Cuarrman. I thought that might have some merit to it, Senator, 
when it was suggested to me. I am not passing on that at the moment, 
but I thought it might eliminate one of these categories. 

Senator Arxen. I might also point out that while the first paragraph 
of section 6 directs the Secretary to reorganize the Department of Agri- 
culture in that manner, the last paragraph of it says that in carrying 
out the provisions of this subsection the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
be guided by the recommendation. 

Mr. Scuoen. There is some conflict there. 

The CuHarmman. The language is ambiguous. 
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Senator Arxen. That should be straightened out because we have a 
directive in the first paragraph and a recommendation in the last. 

The Cuarrman. All right, you may proceed, Mr. Schoen. 

Mr. Scuoen. Section 7: We will comment only on subsection (a), 
parts i and (2): 

(a) (1): We strongly support transfer of the agricultural functions 
of the Bureau of Land Management to the Department of Agriculture. 
This is provided for in this subsection. Nearly all of the Federal 
Government’s agricultural functions are already in the Department 
7 iculture. It makes sense to us to put the rest of the agriculture 
Job there. 

We represent foresters, forest land owners, and forest industry, so 
perhaps it is only natural that we would be especially aware of dupli- 
cation and divided responsibility in forestry work. That is what we 
have in many places in the West where there are two Federal agencies, 
in different departments, administering the same kind of land for the 
same purposes. 

For example, the Bureau of Land Management administers the 
O. and C. and other forest lands in the West and the public domain 
grazing lands outside the national forests. Which agency of the Gov- 
ernment administers these lands is not of immediate importance to 
private owners or industry, excepting in the West. 

From the long range view, it is important in that we recognize that 
the forest problem is a problem of growing timber through placing the 
administration of the lands in the Department whose responsibilities 
are to promote the renewal of national resources, rather than just to 
conserve what we have. 

Also, it is an undesirable situation that when a private timber 
operator wants to buy Government timber, he has two different sets 
of requirements to meet, and two different sets of policies. 

It just does not make sense to us. 

The Hoover Commission recommended that this situation be 
straightened out. 

In our opinion, S. 1149 would carry out the Commission’s recom- 
mendation, and we support this proposal. 

The CHatrMan. I may say to you on that issue, I was very much 
impressed that the land management function should be transferred 
to the Forestry Service until I heard Secretary Chapman testify. He 
raised some doubts in my mind. I have not resolved them yet. 

And I may also say that it is strikingly strange to me that some 
of the people in my State who are very much interested in the forestry 
program have gotten some erroneous impression that we were con- 
sidering transferring the Forest Service out of the Department of 
Agriculture in this bill. 

Senator Arken. There are some groups that have recommended 
that, Mr. Chairman; that is where that comes from. 

The CuarrMan, This bill does not paapree to do that, but they have 
gotten some erroneous information and they have been writing saying, 
“Don’t transfer the Forest Service out of the Department of Agricul- 
ture.” 

Mr. Scuoen. I did not read that in the bill at all, Mr. Chairman. 
The Cuarrman. It is not in the bill. 
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Mr. Scuorn. But we do feel that the functions of the administra- 
tion of forest lands should be in one Department or the other, wher- 
ever it happens to be. They should be brought together and we 
believe they should be in the Department of Agriculture. 

There are situations in the West where the timberland owner has 
timber to purchase, and has two entirely different sets of rules and 
policies to go by. That seems rather inefficient, and what we are try- 
ing to do here is to arrive at the efficient way of operation. To have 
all of the forest lands and forest-type lands under the same adminis- 
tration seems to be more efficient from our viewpoint. 

The Cuairman. I am in general agreement with that objective, 
and hope we can find a way to do it. 

But the Secretary of Interior, in his testimony, presents some very 
strong and logical reasons why such an effort would rather complicate 
the thing rather than to resolve it into a more efficient operation. 

I do not know, but I hope we can find some way to get it all into 
one agency. I think it on be advisable if it can possibly be done. 

Mr. ScHoen. We certainly hope that method can be worked out by 
your committee. 

Senator Arken. I think you will find, Mr. Chairman, varying per- 
centages of income which are paid to the States according to which 
agency is managing the land. If I am not mistaken, in the Oregon 
lands 25 percent of the income from the land managed by the Forest 
Service goes to the State of Oregon, and I think 50 percent of the 
income from the Bureau of Land Management. 

The Cuatrman. There are some complications in there. It is not 
just as simple as picking it up and carrying it over here. 

Senator Arken. That probably does not present the whole picture, 
because communities in which the forests are located which would be 
getting the 25-percent income, would also receive other services. 

Mr. ScnHoen. We would like to mention briefly section (a) (2). 
This section of the act would transfer the work of the vocational 
agricultural departments of schools from the Office of Education to 
the Department of Agriculture. 

We believe this is undesirable both from the educational approach 
and as an administrative problem, which would provide a duplication 
of rules and regulations under which this work would then operate. 

This section is just about in reverse to the last section that. I 
mentioned. You are going to set up two sets of rules for the voca- 
tional agricultural departments if that move is made. 

From our viewpoint—though I am not too far informed as to the 
full functions of the Department of Education in vocational work— 
we do feel that the vocational agriculture teachers have been doing a 
splendid job under the present set-up in advancing forestry, and 
that is our principal interest in mentioning this. 

The CHarrman. You feel that the major function of it is educa- 
tion? 

Mr. Scuoen. It is education in a specific field. 

The CuatrMan. Rather than agriculture? 

And, therefore, according to the Hoover Commission recommenda- 
tion, those agencies should be coordinated according to the major 
function ? 
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Mr. Scuoen. That is correct. Both the vocational agriculture de- 
partment in their work, and the Extension Service in their education 
work, have been doing a splendid job in the field as they now exist. 
We found their cooperation in forestry to be very beneficial. 

Extensive progress has been made in the last few years. The voca- 
tional agriculture boys are growing up to be timber conscious through 
their school work. 

The Cuatrman. There is not any real antagonism or conflict now, is 
there? Is it pretty much coordinated, do you think? 

Mr. Scuoen. I think they are working in splendidly throughout the 
South. The vocational agriculture teachers reach a group that the 
Extension Service and 4-H Clubs fail to reach. The two programs 
reach two separate groups of boys, and I think they are working in 
close harmony. 

You will find local situations where there may be some conflict 
between the county agent and the vocational teachers, but that is the 
exception rather than the rule, as far as we are familiar with that. 

Of course, the vocational-education program, in the over-all phases, 
is a little out of our field, but we do feel that it is important for 
efficiency to keep it in its present administrative set-up as we view it 
in relation to instruction in forestry. 

Section 8. We do not wish to discuss this section of the bill as it is in 
general an administrative procedure. 

Section 9. This section would abolish: 

All existing local, county, and State agiculture committees created by authority 
of Federal law and participating in, or advising with respect to, the formulation 
or administration of any programs of the Department of Agriculture. 

This would include, among the other committees abolished, the 
production and marketing committees, forestry advisory boards, and 
probably the county extension and home demonstration councils. 

The council proposed by the section would not be constituted to 
perform in lieu of these various committees which would cause a 
serious disruption of present programs and work. 

Therefore, any provision similar to this in the final bill should pro- 
vide for evaluating the need for each specific committee and for the 
continuation or elimination of its operations. 

We do not, in other words, believe that we should eliminate all of 
these committees. 

I will go into that a little further in the next section in our discus- 
sion of the committees. 

The Cratrman. I am not the author of the bill, but I assume the 
purpose of this is to try to consolidate. I think there is a membership 
of over 100,000 members of different county and township committees 
now. 

Mr. ScnHoen. We believe that there might be some way of eliminat- 
ing some of them through applying the purpose of this bill for effici- 
ency, but not wiping them out by a blanket procedure, because if you do 
that there are some of them that have been functioning very effectively 
which would be eliminated. 

In forestry, for instance, with the experimental forest work, there 
are research advisory committees. I happen to be a member of one 
of those committees. Just within the last 2 months we spent 2 days 
going over, with the officials of that experimental work center, the 
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program and field work which has been carried on in these particular 
service areas. Out of that review, some very effective work was 
planned which will be put into operation by the Government em- 
ployees, but upon the advise of this group who are laymen, so to 
speak. They are foresters, or connected with forestry, but they are 
laymen as far as being governmental employees are concerned, 

We found that committee very effective in that particular example 
which I have stated. However, it would be eliminated with this 
blanket elimination of all of the committees. 

Senator Arken. You notice that the agricultural service commit- 
tees and the advisory committees on raising forestry are exempt 
from it. 

Mr. Scnoen. There is some conflict between that and section 10. 
1 was going to bring that out in my next presentation. 

Senator ArkeN. That is probably true. But this, of course, author- 
izes the creation of new committees, and it is entirely probable that the 
capable and interested persons on existing committees which are abol- 
ished would find places on the new committees which are set up under 
the authorization of section 10. 

Mr. Scuoen. We are getting just a little ahead of what I was going 
to mention next. But there is going to be some question, Senator, in 
forestry on that particular point. I would like to raise it later and 
maybe we can discuss it at that time. 

Senator Unperwoop. I do not like to interrupt, but I would like 
to ask you there whether these forestry committees actually cooperate 
with the soil-conservation committees. 

Mr. Scnoen. They do wherever they are requested to. 

Senator Unperwoop. Do you have much connection with them, 
or are they separate ? 

Mr. Scuoen. Your soil-conservation districts, as you know, have 
the privilege of requesting the help of any other agency or group. 

Senator Unprerwoop. They just work together on their own? 

Mr. Scuoren. They work together. 

Senator UNperwoop. When you referred to this conference, were 
you paid, or were the members paid for being there ? 

Mr. Scuoen. We paid our own expenses all the way through. The 
men traveled anywhere from 150 miles to just a few miles, to attend. 
Senator Unperwoop. And you were not paid any per diem at 
all? 

Mr. Scuoen. We did not have any mileage or any expenses whatso- 
ever. It was purely a voluntary group that functions at no expense to 
the Government. 

Senator Arken. Does that work well? 

Mr. Scuoen. Very well. 

When the meeting started, every member of the committee was there 
right at the start of the meeting. They stayed right through until 
the final bell. We were supposed to have adjourned at 1 o’clock in 
the afternoon, and it was 5:30 when the group broke up That indi- 
cates the degree of the interest that this committee showed in the work. 

The Cuarrman. A question has been raised in my own mind, and 
although I have expressed some viewpoint about it, I have not come 
to any conclusions about it. But it strikes me that where the Govern- 
ment is providing the service for the people out of the taxpayers’ 
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money that that group or class of people who are receiving the bene- 
fits should be willing to serve in an advisory capacity without being 
paid. 

Mr. Scuoen. That is one objection I am going to raise in reference 
to these proposed councils—the per diem and expenses. I believe what 
you have stated is right. I beheve that if you are interested in for- 
estry or interested in farming, you should be willing to give of your 
time and services without receiving compensation when not a Gov- 
ernment employee. 

We are very strongly in favor of that point. 

The CHarrman. I am very glad to hear you say that. I have 
come to that conclusion. I think it would have the effect of eliminat- 
ing any political domination in any way. If you have volunteers, 
they are certainly independent, and they go up there and try to 
render a service for the program. 

Mr. Scuorn. I do not want to go into a personal example too far, 
but on our committee, when any question came up, we did not hesitate, 
as members of the committee, to take exception to Government em- 
ployees’ suggestions, or the policies they were following, or to make 
such recommendations as might improve the services being rendered. 

In other words, in line with the old saying to “take your hair down,” 
that was exactly what we did in the meeting from start to finish. 

I have been unable, because of my own work, to attend very many 
of those meetings at other work centers. I have been only in on 
about two of them. But their committees have functioned in a very 
similar manner and they were some of the most productive meetings 
I have ever attended. That was just for that reason, that it was a 
purely voluntary proposition. You did not feel that you were getting 
a little hand-out from the Government, in a per diem, or as traveling 
expenses, or whatever it might be, and that you were restricted by a 
certain obligation. 

This way we had no obligations. We were free in all of our opinions 
and our actions. 

The Cyarrman. In other words, you did not have a feeling that 
you should act with the Government employees and you did not have 
a divided loyalty there. 

Mr. Scuoen. That is right. We had no loyalty except to our pure 
and simple interest in forestry. 

Section 10. This is the most undesirable section of the bill as apply- 
ing to effective work by the Department of Agriculture and it is con- 
trary to the Hoover recommendations. 

We oppose this most strongly. The section provides for one State 
and one county agricultural council which would administer all agri- 
cultural programs, whereas the Hoover report proposed such councils 
should be advisory only and not have direct veto power. 

While this concerns all agricultural programs, we will consider 
forestry in this connection and specifically the cooperative programs, 
such as fire protection, reforestation, and management assistance. 

As proposed by this section of S. 1149, it appears that the admin- 
istration of these programs would be abolished in their present form 
and the Federal funds would be distributed through a State council 
rather than the State forestry departments. This, in turn, would 
force a disruption of all the State forest services as their programs 
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would have to be revised to conform with the expenditure of Federal 
funds in order to qualify for the cooperative amounts. 

I might just interject there, we are wondering, Senator Aiken, about 
the Clark- lidlens funds in that eonnection. 

I know you were very much interested when we were considering 
those. 

It is our interpretation, whether it is wrong or right, that those 
would be distributed by these State councils rather than in the present 
form, under the cooperative act. 

Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, may I ask if the witness had the 
latest provisions of the bill before writing that statement, because, 
Mr. Schoen, you mentioned the fact that the committee had adminis- 
trative powers, and under the revision of the bill they have no powers. 

Mr. Scuoen. | had a copy of that, Senator, but 1 understood from 
the chairman that was just for reference, and that is why I am talking 
about the original bill rather than the revision. 

The CuHairMAN. The committee is actually considering the revised 
bill; that is what we actually have before us, containing the same num- 
ber, but using the committee print, the revised one. 

Mr. Scuoen. I did not have that information. From your letter I 
just understood that was for committee reference rather than to talk 
to. ‘That would answer the question raised. 

Senator ArkeN, I might say for the record here that I threw this 
bill in for a good many “other Members of the Senate and myself, on 
the 15th of March, in order to meet the deadline. The bill had been 
prepared by the C itizens Committee, and upon reading it 1 found some 
provisions which I would not approve myself, and you are talking 
about one of them. 

The CHarrMaN. It has been suggested by someone in previous testi- 
mony that while the committee should not have administrative powers, 

the law should compel the department and the committees to agree 
on the employees. 

That is, the department should not be able to impose upon the com- 
munity or county an employee who was unsatisfactory to the com- 
mittee, 

Do you think the committee should have any authority whatsoever 
with reference to employees? 

Mr. Scuoen. I am a little skeptical on that point. I would want 
to consider that carefully because it has several different implications. 
It might be purely a political matter rather than for the efficiency of 
the service. 

If there was some way that could be worked out, it would help for 
the department and the committee to agree on personnel. If the man 
was efficient on his actual work, but if it was simply a case of-—— 

The CHatrMaNn. He might be very efficient, but yet very active 
politically. 

Mr. Scuoren. I do not believe he should be active politically. If 
he should be, he might be on the wrong side of the fence from the 
group in that county or locality and there might be objection to the 
man on that ground. It might be that he could be transferred to some 
other station and advised to avoid political activity. 
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The CHarrMAN. What I had in mind was some way to assure as 
much as we can that there would be harmony between the department 
and the local advisory committee. 

Mr. ScuHoen. It might be provided in some way that questions 
raised between them could be carried into higher authority for final 
settlement if such were the need. 

I do not know offhand just how that might be worked out. 

The CHArrMAN. It may not be all-important at all, but it is a sug- 
gestion that was made. 

Senator ArKeN. Mr. Schoen, what do you say about the recom- 
mendation that the actual work shall be done by a Federal employee 
whom all departments recognize as a Federal employee ? 

Mr. Scuoen. I did not quite get that question, Senator. 

Senator ArkEN. Well, the recommendation is that the committees 
be advisory and make recommendations and the actual administra- 
tive work is done by a regular Federal employee who is recognized as 
a Federal employee, and who, undoubtedly, would not have political 
influence in the neighborhood that the prominent farmers who might 
be on the committee, or even less prominent farmers who might be 
on the committee, would have. 

It was felt that by having the actual work done by the Federal em- 
ployee, that we would get away from some of the bad effects which 
have popped up, or, I mean, rather, to get away from some of the 
bad effects from having the local committees themselves contact every 
farmer in that community, discussing the work of the PMA, and also 
other things, such as the next election. 

That is not general; I do not in any way want you to think that I 
agree that the committeemen would do that generally, but it has 
cropped up. 

The CuatrmMan. That is not what I am concerned about. What I 
am concerned about is to have a Federal employee in charge who un- 
dertakes to carry out the performance of the program, and know 
somebody there to disseminate propaganda for some program that 
has not yet been adopted. That is the point I am making. 

Mr. Scuoen. I believe that they should be right down to the line 
on their program work. I do not thing there is any disagreement on 
that point. 

The point you have raised, Senator Aiken, is true, that the em- 
ployee is in a better position than local committee members to carry 
out some of those contacts. 

I, too, think it is correct, that very often, as you say, you open the 
way for some political discussions along with the contacts by com- 
mittee members. Of course, those are things that really have to be 
worked out at the local ievel, and it is pretty hard in any law, or in 
any bill that you may propose, to control all of those factors. 

Senator A1keNn. I will accept your correction, Mr. Chairman. We 
will call it a nonpolitical program, rather than the next election. 

The Cuatrman. The point I am making, speaking for myself, is 
there may be different programs suggested to the farmers. They may 
have a difference of opinion and they may be very divided as to wheth- 
er that is a sound program, or is not. 

My thought is that the man in charge of the work should give his 
attention to try and carry out the program that has already been 
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adopted and is in progress, rather than trying to promote something 
new, or propagandize for something that there may be serious dis- 
agreement about. 

Mr. Scuoren. You might say he is an action man, rather than an 
educational man, when it comes to the standpoint of carrying out the 
program authorized. 

The CHatrMan. He should be carrying out the programs that have 
been agreed upon and adopted. 

I do not mean to be critical. I do not have anybody in mind at all 
when I say this, or any particular instance. But I do think these 
programs are so vital that any proposed change or new program 
should stand on its own merits and appeal on its own merits and not 
because some Federal employee or Federal officer says, “Now, this is 
what we want you to do. We want you to get in line and help put 
this over.” 

That is not my idea of his function at all. 

Mr. Scuoen. The function of all of these agencies is to carry out the 
program. 

The CuHarrman. As it has been adopted. 

Mr. Scuoen. As it has been adopted. I think we concur thoroughly 
in that. 

The CHArrmay. All right. 

Mr. ScHoeNn. Since one purpose of the reorganization bill is to pro- 
mote economy, we seriously challenge the administrative costs of the 
proposed councils as adding a considerable amount to the de ~partment 
budget for the compensation which section 10 (c) provides. 

I think that is one point we went into before, of the cost, and we are 
thoroughly in accord with the volunteer committee, rather than the 
paid. 

I believe the bill sets up some 50 days of per diem expense and 
travel expense. I also believe you would find after the law was effec- 
tive that if 50 days are allowed you would find most of these com- 
mittees using the full 50 days, and they would perhaps not be as 
effective as the volunteer committees which are now serving. 

Senator Unprerwoop. Do you know whether the soil conservation 
committees are paid at all now? 

Mr. Scuoen. I believe that under the district set-up they are, but 
I do not think it is Federal funds. I am not sure of that. 

Senator Unperwoop. In our State of Kentucky not one of the com- 
mittees or supervisors are paid a cent. 

Mr. ScHoen. I am not too familiar with just how those set-ups are 
in the different States. That is something that someone from the Soil 
Conservation who has testified before might wish to clarify for you. 

Our interest has been from the forestry. approach, and I would not 
attempt to answer that authoritatively as to the said conservation 
district set-up. 

Furthermore, we want to suggest the provisions of the bill relating 
to advisory councils should be clarified. Senator Aiken raised this 
wegen Section 9 exempts present forestry and grazing committees, 
mut section 10 does not. 

We believe section 10 should be made consistent with section 9. 

We are particularly concerned here because the councils as set up 
do not provide representation for forestry, as a matter of fact, no 
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representation for forestry with the exception that some of the farm 
members of the council might chance to be forest land owners, and 
this is not much provision for advice and guidance on forestry pro- 
grams in the department. 

There is about as much land in forest as there is in other kinds of 
agricultural use, but it might not be feasible to enlarge the councils so 
as to get representation on an equal scale for forest industries and 
forest land owners. 

In any event, our present advisory groups are in general working 
out satisfactorily, and for the present, at least, we urge that they be 
left undisturbed. 

Also, the provisions of the bill in no way recognize the State depart- 
ments of forestry, which, in the majority of cases, operate under a 
commission or other administrative setup, which is independent of the 
conservation service of the State government organizations. 

The Cuatrman. Do you feel that the industrial land owners should 
have representation on the board? You know, they have a pretty vital 
industry, particularly in my State, because they have such large hold- 
ings, and they are very progressive in their conservation work, particu- 
larly in fire prevention. 

Mr. Scuoen. I believe that they should. There should be a balance 
between farm and industrial ownership representation. 

This bill limits it entirely to farm owners. 

As you have mentioned, in your State there are some large holdings, 
and this proposed legislation leaves those industrial holdings entirely 
out. Also there are the smaller holdings, in nonfarm ownership even 
if we are not thinking of our large industrial interests. 

The Cuarrman. | do not know of any conflict between the farm 
timber owner and the industrial timber owner in my State. I do not 
know of any, but there may be. 

The point is that there is such a large acreage under these industrial 
ownerships, and they have such a vital interest there. They contribute 
a great deal to fire prevention programs especially. And it would look 
like it is only fair to provide that they might have some representation. 

Mr. Scuoen. In the past there may have been some contlicts between 
farm and industrial interests, but today you will find your larger 
owner, your industrial owner that you have mentioned, is more or less 
going all out to help the small man. 

The CHarrMan. He is just as vitally interested in the small-timber 
owner as he is in his own stock. 

Mr. Scuoen. In times gone by the sawmills would cut out the timber 
and move to another place. Today your larger operators have their 
own forestry ownership interests and are there to stay. They are 
going to depend upon the farmers for 50 percent or even more of their 
timber supply throughout the years. 

The Cuarman. There it is to their interest if the small farmer con- 
serves his resources so as to make them available from time to time. 

Mr. Scuoen. That is correct. Take the paper mills, for example, 
with millons of dollars of investment, they cannot pick that up and 
carry it from here over to another place. 

The Cuarrman. In my home town, and I was thinking of another 
one in the State, they have very large holdings. I think they do a 
marvelous service there. They have helped to educate the farmer 
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who has a tract of timber, and many farmers are following their con- 
servation practices. 

Mr. Scuoen. Many of those companies have foresters whose work 
is purely in the field of helping their own suppliers to do a better job 
of forestry on the land where they are going to purchase the timber 
now and in the years ahead. 

The Cuarman. Yes. 

Mr. Scuoen. In both the original and the revised bill with reference 
to the State committee, the point we wish to raise is in reference to 
the representation of forestry. While it provides for the State con- 
servation director to serve on the State committee, in the majority of 
the States forestry is independent of the Conservation Department. 
1 could mention some of the Southern States, with which I am more 
familiar than the others, for instance in Georgia. It operates under 
an independent commission. ‘The same thing is true in Louisiana. I 
could name a dozen and one of the other States throughout the Nation 
that are the same. 

The CuarrMan. I do not believe that is true in Arkansas. I think 
we have an industrial resources commission that combines all of 
them. 

Mr. Scuoen. The same year that Louisiana went out from under 
the conservation board and became an independent commission, they 
moved forestry in Arkansas into the conservation commission type 
of administration. 

Of course, it is a varying factor throughout the States. However, 
you will find the majority of the States are not under a natural re- 
sources commission. For that reason, the way the State committees 
are set up in the bill, forestry would be left out of the picture com- 
pletely with no representation. We believe that some provision 
should be made for the director of forestry, or whatever his title, to 
be recognized on that board, if the committees are set up on the basis 
proposed in S. 1149. 

As to section 11, our final suggestion relates to forestry research. 
We believe that forestry research must be tied in very closely with 
the application of research results—to actual operations. If it is not, 
the research people tend to get pretty far astray, and the operating 
people do not get the information needed. 

From the viewpoint of the Forest Farmers Association, we recognize 
that forestry is still fairly young in this country, and the kind 
of research we need is practical help in forest management and forest 
products manufacturing. We are specifically interested in the long- 
time silvacultural research conducted at the forest experiment sta- 
tion. These types of research are not in general very closely related 
to other types of work carried on by the Department of Agriculture. 
We believe it is important to the private owner, to industry, and there- 
fore, important to the consumers of forest products that research in 
timber growing and in wood utilization be continued in the agency 
which has in effect administrative responsiblty. 

We are apprehensive that without that close association and re- 
sponsibility the Government research would tend to depart from the 
kind of projects that are essential as a basis for practical and eco- 
nomic production of tree crops and forest products. 
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We urge, therefore, that the administration of all Government- 
owned forest lands be placed in the Department of Agriculture as 
provided in section 7 of the bill, and that all research in timber grow- 
ing and in wood utilization be continued in the Forest Service. 

The Hoover Commission recommended that operational research 
be handled by the operating agencies. This bill is not clear as to 
what would be done with forestry research, but it does stress that 
the Hoover Commission recommendations be used as a guide. 

We want to be on record on this point. We have strong convic- 
tions that until we are a lot further along than we are now, all for- 
estry research should be put in one place and closely coordinated 
with actual operations. We think the best place for it is in the Forest 
Service because that is where forestry operations and cooperation 
with land owners and forest industries are concentrated. 

And we would be especially sorry to see the Forest Products Labo- 

ratory, which has done such a splendid job in pr omoting the utiliza- 
tion and uses of wood, moved out of the Forest Service. 

I appreciate this opportunity to present our views, Mr. Chairman, 
and let me say again that we are very much in favor of the general 
objectives and purposes of this bill, but we do urge that it be rewrit- 
ten and amended to eliminate some of the undesirable provisions 
which we believe the original bill contains. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

Senator Underwood, do you have any questions ? 

Senator UnpERwoop. No, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Schoen, You have 
been very helpful to us. 

Mr. Scnoren. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. The next witness is Mr. Riggle. 

May I inquire is Mr. John H. Davis present ¢ 

Mr. Riceie. Mr Davis will not be here. 

(See letter subsequently submitted by Mr. Davis.) 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Riggle, your testimony will conclude the hear- 
ings this morning. You have a prepared statement, I see. 

Mr. Riccte. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman, Identify yourself for the record, and you may 
proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN J. RIGGLE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NA- 
TIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMERS COOPERATIVES, WASHINGTON, 
D. C. 


Mr. Ricerr. My name is John J. Riggle, assistant secretary of the 
National Council of Farmer Cooperatives, located at 744 Jackson 
Place NW, Washington. 

The National Council of Farmer Cooperatives is a trade organi- 
zation of farmer associations purchasing farm production supplies 
and marketing farm products for their members. 

The operations of these farmers’ associations are continuously sub- 
ject to or concerned with the services performed, the regulations 
administered, and the research carried out by the United States De-~ 
partment of Agriculture, both at the national and local levels. 
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In general, our people have found the United States Department of 
Agriculture a flexible organization, sensitive to the various aspects of 
production and marketing problems, and able to move rapidly with 
a minimum of formality to its authorized objectives. 

Because of this flexibility there is reflected in the forming and 
carrying out of Department policies the play and competition of 
many opinions, which is parallel to the forming of public opinion out- 
side bureaucratic circles. 

The structure of American life is complex and varied as befits an 
nee and political democracy. It would be difficult to reconcile 

traight line, inflexible administration of a government department 
aera with civilian activities with the informal, decentralized, 
varied, and rapid action pattern of our markets and exchanges and 
the constantly changing conditions of production and use of farm 
products. 

A frozen pattern of organization would be out of date in some 
respect or ddnat perhaps a day or so after the charts were printed. 
It is continuously necessary to single out for special attention some 
program in a field which has been neglec ‘ted, and focus attention on 
the problem and the remedy by bringing it out of its normal organiza- 
tional pattern for immediate emphasis. 

The most important aspect of the higher level administration of 
the Department of heme is coordination of its varied activities. 

In research on any problems, for instance, there is the problem of 
coordination of the physical, chemical, biological, economic, and social 
factors and consequences. 

In marketing there is the coordination of research, information, 
production, regulation, storage, distribution services, credit, and 
consumer requirements. In any production activity there is coor- 
dination of research, information, production supplies, equipment, 
land economics, credit, rural social problems, family living, markets 
and price. 

Except in such activities as regulation enforcement, price-support 
operations, and credit programs, direct administration is pretty 
much encompassed in personnel and supply actions and budgets. 
These are regularly subject to the scrutiny of the budget bureau and 
the appropriation committees of the Congress. 

While we recognize the difficulty of administering and coordinat- 
ing the many projects of the Department of Agriculture, neverthe- 
less the National Council is in favor of continuing study and pursuit 
of efficiency and economy in the Department of Agriculture. 

We favor decentralization of as many activities as possible to ad- 
ministration at State and local levels, with the extensive use of volun- 
tary local committeemen in an advisory capacity. Highly centralized 
administration may be more economical budgetwise on paper, but not 
always in practice. From the standpoint of maintaining democracy, 
decentralization is most important. 

We can, therefore, endorse section 2 (a) (1), (3), (4), and (5) of S. 
1149 and also 2 (b). The Secretary should A a tied down to any 
plans before he had reported the results of his study. 

Such a study should point out in detail how the Secretary proposes 
to improve efficiency and economy through reorganization and pro- 
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cedure and it should recommend legislation where he does not have 
necessary authority to act. 

Many of the shifts in organization and revisions of procedures 
would affect the smaller operating units, to which supervision and 
coordination have difficulty in penetrating, and where undoubtedly 
there is considerable lost motion and duplication of effort. 

It is at the local operating level where clear demarcation and limi- 
tation of projects and responsibility is necessary to keep both per- 
sonnel and their constituents clear as to their objectives. 

At the present time we have local supervision and administration 
by projects. If the programs were organized around subject matter, 
we well might have several times as many people in the field, whose 
efforts would still have to be coordinated in separate programs. 

The National Council has not been too critical about over-all re- 
organization of the Department of Agriculture, but has been at times 
concerned about the organization of different agencies and bureaus. 

For instance, for sometime study has been made of the Farm Credit 
Administration, to devise a way for giving responsibility and control 
to those members of farm loan ~ production credit associations 
which have come into full or partial ownership of the capital and assets 
of their district banks. 

Likewise, provision for the steady retirement of Government capital 
in the banks for cooperatives has been given a lot of thought and 
discussion. Such a program would require Government supervision 
of cooperative loaning in the public welfare as separate and distinct 
from direct administration of Government loans. 

We are also concerned about the most feasible and effective organiza- 
tion of research, service, and regulatory functions in a marketing pro- 
gram so as not to lose the force of integrated operations. 

We have also been concerned with the direct market operations of 
the commodity credit corporations, which many of our people believe 
should be conducted through the established channels of trade; like- 
wise with the administration of the conservation practice programs 
of the Production Marketing Administration, so that the Government 
itself does not engage in the farm supply business. 

Generally, our people have approved of the joint research and serv- 
ice functions of the Cooperative Research and Service Division of the 
Farm Credit Administration. It might lose a great deal of its inte- 
grated effectiveness if it were broken down and its activities dis- 
tributed to the extension, research, and loan administration units of 
the Department. 

The National Council is opposed to section 8 of the bill, proposing 
to substitute direct appropriations for section 32 money now available 
for encouraging greater use of farm products in foreign trade and 
domestic consumption. 

In conclusion, I may say that the widespread activities of the de- 
partment do not lend themselves to inflexible, parallel, direct-line 
administration. They cross each in subject matter, and in procedure, 
and, quite generally, in people served. 

For that reason, our people, while in favor of more coordination, 
particularly of facilities and personnel at State and local levels, have 
not arrived at any conclusion regarding a top-to-bottom realinement 
of the activities of the Department of Agriculture. 
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Thank you. 

The CHarrMan. Do you have any questions, Senator Underwood ? 

Senator Unperwoop. I have no questions. 

The Cuatmrman. Thank you, very much, Mr. Riggle. We are very 
glad to have your statement. 

Mr. Rieeie. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(Subsequently, the following letter was received from Mr. John 
H. Davis, executive secretary, National Council of Farmer Coop- 
eratives :) 

NATIONAL CoUNCIL OF FARMER COOPERA rIVES, 
Washington 6, D. C., September 11, 1951. 
Hon. Joan L. McCLeELLAN, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR McCLELLAN: I am writing to supplement the testimony pre- 
sented by Mr. John J. Riggle of our staff, before your committee, September 10, 
on §S. 1149. 

The National Council of Farmer Cooperatives supports the transfer of the 
Agricultural Education Service (Vocational Education Division of the Office 
of Education) from the Federal Security Agency to the Department of Agri- 
culture, provided that in such transfer the identity and integrity of the Agricul- 
tural Education Service is maintained and not made subordinate to the Extension 
Service or other agencies in the Department of Agriculture. 

We believe the language contained in section 7 of S. 1149 is fully adequate, 
and we strongly urge that this be retained in its present form. 

If possible, will you kindly place the information contained in this letter in 
the record as a supplement to the statement made by Mr. Riggle yesterday. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN H. Davis, Exrecutive Secretary. 


The CHarrman. That concludes the hearings this morning. 
The committee will recess until! 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 
(Thereupon, at 12 noon, the committee recessed, to reconvene at 10 


a. m., Tuesday, September 11, 1951.) 
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TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1951 


Unirep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN 
THE Executive DEPARTMENTS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 357, Senate 
Office Building, Hon. John L. McClellan (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators McClellan, O’Conor, Monroney, Underwood, 
Moody, McCarthy, Schoeppel, and Dworshak. 

Also present: Senator Aiken; Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk; 
Glenn K. Shriver, Miles Scull, Jr., professional staff members; and 
Ann M. Grickis, assistant chief clerk. 

The Cuatrman. The committee will come to order and we shall 
resume hearings this morning on 8. 1149. 

The committee has had the pleasure and the benefit of the views of 
the Secretary of the Interior, whose Department is affected, to a con- 
siderable degree, by the provisions of this bill, and we are very happy 
this morning to have the Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Brannan, 
whose Department this bill seeks to reorganize. The committee is very 
happy to have you, Mr. Secretary. We invite you to feel perfectly 
free to present your views regarding all or any provisions of this bill 
and to counsel the committee as to the best manner in which the 
Department can be reorganized to the end that it might be more 
efficient and more economical. 

I might state, Mr. Secretary, regarding the number of members of 
the committee present, I think before we proceed very far more of 
them will be here. The truth is, the members are working under 
terrific pressure these days. The workload is very heavy and with 
conflicting meetings and committee hearings it is difficult for any one 
member to attend regularly the hearings of any particular committee 
of which he is a member. I find it that way and I am sure the other 
members do, too. 

Mr. Secretary, you have a prepared statement; do you not? 

Secretary Brannan. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Very well; you may proceed, then. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES F. BRANNAN, SECRETARY OF AGRICUL- 
TURE; ACCOMPANIED BY CLARENCE J. McCORMICK, UNDER 
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE; KNOX T. HUTCHINSON, ASSIST- 
ANT SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE; WESLEY McCUNE, EXECU- 
TIVE ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY; G. F. GEISSLER, ADMINIS- 
TRATOR, PRODUCTION AND MARKETING ADMINISTRATION; 
DR. P. V. CARDON, ADMINISTRATOR, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 
ADMINISTRATION; LYLE F. WATTS, CHIEF, AND E. W. LOVE- 
RIDGE, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE; DR. H. H. BENNETT, 
CHIEF, SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE;* W. CARROLL HUNTER, 
SOLICITOR; CARL COLVIN, DEPUTY GOVERNOR, FARM CREDIT 
ADMINISTRATION; DILLARD B. LASSETER, ADMINISTRATOR, 
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION; ORIS V. WELLS, CHIEF, 
BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS; CHRISTOPHER S%. 
TENLEY, CHIEF, DIVISION OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION, EX- 
TENSION SERVICE; AND JOSEPH C. WHEELER, ACTING BUDGET 
OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Secretary Brannan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to say first 
that I appreciate this opportunity to testify on the proposed bill re- 
lating to the organization of the Department of Agriculture. This 
hearing, like others before it, reflects the deep interest and the helpful 
spirit which the Congress has always shown in aiding the Department 
to become a more useful and efficient agency. I want to contribute to it 
as much as possible today. 

I would like to say at the outset that the organizational structure 
of the Department has always been a matter of continuing importance 
to Department officials. With the pressures that have developed 
through the years for expanded services on the one hand and economy 
on the other, Department officials have tried to employ the Depart- 
ment’s limited resources as efficiently and effectively as possible. 

Congressional enactments from time to time have broadened the 
Department’s responsibilities and scope of activities. Organizational 
readjustments have always followed. Quite often the Congress itself 
has given valuable assistance in helping to bring about needed changes. 

Thus the long and illustrious history of the Department, beginning 
in 1862, is a story not only of continued growth and expansion of 
services rendered to farmers and the public, but also of continued 
organizational readjustment and consolidation to maintain efficient 
and effective operations. 

I am happy to report to you today that the Department at this time 
is a highly efficient and effective organization. It stands today at 
perhaps the highest peak of efficiency and effectiveness in its history. 
I am convinced that it possesses one of the most clean-cut organiza- 
tions in our Government. 

I invite you to look critically at the evidence which lies behind the 
statements I have just made. For it is imperative that we have a 
good idea of the progress already made toward building an efficient 
and effective departmental organization, if we hope to do a realistic 
job of planning future improvements. 


® See statement of Dr. Bennett, p. 522. 
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I want to review with you a number of indicators which serve to 
reveal the relative efficiency and effectiveness of the Department's 
organization. These indicators include the following items: services 
rendered, the yearly budget, number of, people employed, caliber of 
people employed, and degree of simplicity in organizational structure 
By ist a reading of these indicators over a period of years, one gets 
a comprehensive picture of the Department’s operations. 

A reading for the period beginning in 1940 reveals, first, that the 
services rendered by the Department to farmers and the public have 
expanded substantially. 

The Department today is carrying on most of the functions in which 
it was engaged in 1940, plus many new functions that have been added 
since. Among the new functions are the rural telephone program, 
the farm housing program, those functions arising out of the Research 
and Marketing Act, the point 4 program, and the numerous activities 
under the Defense Production Act. 

Second, the Department’s budget has been reduced. In 1940 it 
amounted to more than 1.6 billion dollars; this year it amounts to 
approximately 1.2 billion dollars—a reduction of about 25 percent. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you mind interruptions as we go along? 

Secretary BRANNAN. Not at all. 

The Cuatrman. Is that reduction primarily due to the Commodity 
Credit operations at that time ! 

Secretary Brannan. No; the reduction is all across the board in all 
the bureaus and agencies of the Department. We have a full and 
elaborate set of figures on the subject if the committee cares to look 
at them. 

The Cuatrman. I was not challenging it at all. I wanted to 
clarify it. 

Secretary Brannan. I did not assume that you were, Mr. Chairman. 
I just wanted to make clear that we have tried to bring every piece of 
available information that might bear upon the subjects you are con- 
cerned with. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Secretary Brannan. I might point out, Senator, too, that in the 
sentences which I have just read which appear at the top of page 3, 
the significant word is the word “budget.” Those are not just appro- 
priations. For example, the comparable appropriation to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in 1940 was $1.2 billion, and in 1950 it was only 
$880 million. The difference between the two, of course, is the loan 
funds used by REA and the Farmers Home Administration, which 
are in no sense of the word expended funds, because they are being 
paid back at better than 100 percent of the anticipation plus interest. 

The Cuarrman. They are not expenses except in the sense that they 
go for administration, such as operating costs for certain functions 
under the Department’s Ss supervision. 

Secretary Brannan. That is right, sir. 

Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

The CHarrman. Certainly. 

Senator Arken. Do either of these figures include cancellation of 
notes to the Treasury by the Commodity Credit to cover the cost of 
price supports ? 

Secretary Brannan. Neither does. 
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Senator Arken. Neither includes those amounts. 

Secretary Brannan. Third, the total number of people employed 
by the Department has been decreased. In 1940 the number of full- 
time employees totaled about, 71,000. At the beginning of this year 
they totaled about 58,000—a reduction of about one-fifth. The num- 
ber of part-time employees during the same period has been reduced 
by about one-half. 

Fourth, the caliber of our Department employees has been main- 
tained at a high level. They are alert to the needs of the country 
and conscious of their obligation to serve the public to the very best 
of their ability. They have shouldered the heaviest workloads in the 
history of the Department, and they have done so in spite of the fact 
their salaries have fallen behind the rise in the cost of living. 

Fifth, the organizational structure of the Department has been 
greatly simplified. In 1940 there were 18 program agencies reporting 
to the Secretary, plus a number of staff agencies. Today there are only 
10 program agencies reporting to the Secretary, plus a smaller number 
of staff agencies. 

The CHarrman. Do you have a list of those? 

Secretary Brannan. We have a chart, Senator, which I will put 
in the record in just a moment, or I can put it in now. 

The Cuarrman. That is all right. I thought it would help us to 
know what programs report to you directly. 

Secretary Brannan. I propose to discuss this subject in greater 
detail, to put the chart in the record and have copies available for all 
of the committee members. 

The Cuarrman. I shall make this observation: I shall try not to 
interrupt you so much as we go along. I am just trying to conduct 
these hearings so that as witnesses develop some point we may clarify 
it. But I think perhaps we might profit by hearing your testimony 
through because you will discuss some things that we think of any- 
way. Then we can go back over it to bring out any points that we 
may wish to discuss. 

You may proceed now. I will try not to interrupt you too much. 

Secretary Brannan. I am perfectly comfortable about the inter- 
ruptions, Mr. Chairman. I want you to feel free to interrupt at any 
time. 

The CuarrMan. I am sure of that, Mr. Secretary. I think perhaps 
I shall get a better understanding of it myself if I try to follow you 
through. 

Secretary Brannan. Our reading of these five indicators, in brief, 
shows that services are greater, the budget is reduced, employment 
numbers are down, caliber of personnel is high, and the Department’s 
organizational structure is greatly simplified. 

I submit that these notable achievements are deserving of recog- 
nition. And I submit further that they are proof of an exceptionally 
high level of efficiency and effectiveness in the Department’s operations. 

When has the Nation enjoyed a greater return per dollar from the 
Department than it does today? 

What other agency in our Government is there that can show a 
better record for expanding services while economizing and consoli- 
dating its organization? 
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The Department’s present organization is a sound one. It is sound 
because it has had frequent attention such as that we are giving it 
today. It is sound because,the readjustments and consolidations that 
have been effected from time to time have been realistic and practical. 

I don’t mean to say that I think the Department is perfect. No 
one knows better than I that the Department’s problems with respect 
to organization are never finished. The need for continued organiza- 
tional streamlining is present in any live, vigorous agency that is 
keeping abreast of ‘the times. 

I am confident that this hearing can result in additional benefits to 
the Department of Agriculture and the people whom it serves. For 
this reason, I have asked the heads of the De ‘partment program agen- 
cies as well as the Under Secretary and Assistant Secretary to accom- 
pany me here in order that they may benefit directly from today’s dis- 
cussion. 

The gentlemen seated immediately around me are the Department 
staff to which I have made reference and are each available to an- 
swer questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Secretary, if you do not mind, would you iden- 
tify each one of them for the record and indicate the Department or 
agency they represent ? 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. McCormick, the Under Secretary, is 
seated right behind me; Mr. Hutchinson, the Assistant Secretary; 
Mr. Geissler, Administrator, Production and Marketing Administra- 
tion; Dr. Cardon, Administrator, Agricultural Research Administra- 
tion; Lyle Watts, Chief of the Forest Service; Dr. Hugh Bennett, 
Chief, Soil Conservation Service; the Solicitor, Mr. W. Carroll 
Hunter; Mr. Colvin, Deputy Governor, Farm Credit Administration, 
who is here in place of Mr. Duggan, who is at another hearing this 
morning: Mr. O. V. Wells, Chie f of the Bureau of Agricultural Eco- 
nomics; Mr. Christopher S. Tenley, who is appearing for Mr. M. L. 
Wilson. Director of the Extension Service: Mr. Wheeler, acting 
budget officer; and Mr. McCune from my staff. 

I think I have covered all who are here, sir. 

The Cnatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. The com- 
mittee welcomes each one of you and appreciates your presence. It 
may be in the course of the discussion we would like to have you ex- 
plain some particular function in your department or in your agency. 

Senator Dworsuak. They constitute a very formidable football 
team of 11 persons, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. I expect we have some substitutes, too; I don’t 
know. 

Secretary Brannan. May I comment by saying they are a very 
grand team, too, Senator Dworshak. And I would like to say that 
some of these men may not be able to be here every minute of the d: ay, 
but they will all be on call of the committee for as long as the hearings 
are in session. 

The Cuatrman. We are glad to have them for whatever time they 
can give tous. We will not impose upon them by keeping them here 
when they need to be down at the Department. 

Secretary Brannan. Now, I think it is appropriate to say that if 
changes are to be truly beneficial, they must be based on realistic and 
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peat thinking. They must be based on sound knowledge of the 
epartment’s present strength and the Department’s present needs. 

With that in mind, I think it would be helpful if I gave some forth- 
right answers to some of the criticism that has been leveled at the 
Department in testimony submitted at these hearings. I believe that 
having disposed of some of this unwarranted and irrelevant criti- 
cism, we can do a more realistic and practical job of evaluating the 
merits of the various proposals in Senate bill 1149. 

Some witnesses have given the impression that the Department has 
done nothing to reorganize itself along the lines suggested by the 
Hoover Commission report. That is far from the truth. 

More than a year ago I assigned to the Assistant Secretary—the 
only one the Department has—the duties which the Hoover Com- 
mission would assign to an Administrative Assistant Secretary. In 
brief, these duties are to be responsible for general administrative 
matters throughout the Department, and to supervise the adminis- 
trative staff offices, including personnel, budget and finance, plant 
and operations. and the library. 

In the meantime the administration has asked the Congress to pro- 
vide two additional Assistant Secretaries and an Administrative 
Assistant Secretary. The Hoover Commission had recommended one 
Assistant Secretary and an Administrative Assistant Secretary. But 
none of these positions has been established for Agriculture even 
though action along this line has been taken for other departments. 

In the same request, we asked that full authority to operate and 
organize the Department be vested in the Secretary. The language 
of our request was taken directly from the Hoover Commission rec- 
ommendations. When this request was rejected I proceeded to effect 
organizational improvements which were possible under existing 
authority. I took steps to integrate the soil-conservation programs 
of the Department, instructed our State and county offices to combine 
under one roof as rapidly as possible, and directed a further coordina- 
tion of research. 

I want to discuss these three moves in more detail because I think 
that they illustrate good faith in following the objectives of the 
Hoover Commission. 

In February of this year I took steps to reorganize the agricultural 
resources conservation activities of the Department. I did this in 
order to bring about the closest possible coordination of the conserva- 
tion programs established by the Congress. Under the direction of 
the Under Secretary, the Soil Conservation Service, the Production 
and Marketing Administration, and the Forest Service will jointly 
develop the national conservation program. 

In each State, Department agencies, meeting with representatives 
of the State college and other State agencies, will formulate the soil- 
conservation policies and programs which are to govern our agencies 
in that State, within the outlines of the national program. The same 
procedure will be followed in each county, where Department people 
will work with the county agent and the governing body of the local 
soil-conservation district. 

We are watching the results of this order very carefully. It is off 
to a very good start, and I believe that it is providing a successful 
approach to the integration of our conservation work. It was needed, 
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and I think it will accomplish one of the major objectives the Hoover 
Commission had in mind. 

At the same time, I issued instructions that our State and county 
offices be brought together under one roof. When completed, this 
move will be a landmark in the history of the Department. It will 
give farmers one-stop service—one office where they can go to deal 
with those who help them with their agricultural problems. This, too, 
accomplishes a major objective of the Hoover Commission. 

We are making good progress in consolidating these offices, con- 
sidering the widespread shortage of suitable office space. We have had 
the general support of Members of Congress in this undertaking and 
it is very much appreciated. 

Also last February I issued an order providing for further inte- 
gration of the agricultural research and statistical services of the 
Department and placing these activities under the general direction of 
the Assistant ener, Another order established the State and 
county agricultural mobilization committees. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to put in the 
record at this point Memoranda No. 1278, 1279, and 1280 of February 
15, 1951. These are the orders I have just described. They are evi- 
dence of the Department’s extensive efforts to meet the objectives of 
the Hoover Commission. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Secretary, are those very lengthy? 

Secretary Brannan. No, they are not long documents and there 
are enough so that each member of the committee may have one. You 
might judge as to the desirability of including them in the record 
after you see them. 

The Cuarrman. I was wondering whether it was necessary to print 
them in full in the record, but I have no objection to it. They seem to 
be comparatively brief and they may be printed in the record. Would 
you like to have them printed following your testimony ? 

Secretary Brannan. That will be suitable. 

The Cuatrman. They will be printed immediately following the 
Secretary’s testimony. 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, I have already distributed to 
the members of the committee copies of the chart showing our current 
organization. I would like to refer to it now if you gentlemen will 
take it in hand. 

The large boxes on the chart, beginning with the Agricultural Re- 
search Administration, are the program agencies of the Department. 
There are 11 of these, but 1, the Commodity Credit Corporation, is a 
financing agency and its operations are carried on by personnel of 
the Production and Marketing Administration. In fact, the CCC 
as such has no regular employees. The Secretary of Agriculture 
serves as Chairman of the Corporation’s Board of Directors. 

So we have, in reality, 10 program agencies: Agricultural Research 
Administration, Extension Service, Forest Service, Soil Conservation 
Service, Rural Electrification Administration, Commodity Exchange 
Authority, Farm Credit Administration, Farmers Home Administra- 
tion, Production and Marketing Administration, and Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation. 

The Administrator of the Agricultural Research Administration, 
under my order of last February, is responsible for all agricultural 
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and I think it will accomplish one of the major objectives the Hoover 
Commission had in fond 

At the same time, I issued instructions that our State and county 
offices be brought together under one roof. When completed, this 
move will be a landmark in the history of the Department. It will 
give farmers one-stop service—one office where they can go to deal 
with those who help them with their agricultural sali This, too, 
accomplishes a major objective of the Hoover Commission. 

We are making good progress in consolidating these offices, con- 
sidering the widespread shortage of suitable office space. We have had 
the general aeperes of Members of Congress in this undertaking and 
it is very much appreciated. 

Also last February I issued an order providing for further inte- 
gration of the agricultural research and statistical services of the 
Department and placing these activities under the general direction of 
the Assistant Secretary. Another order established the State and 
county agricultural mobilization committees. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to put in the 
record at this point Memoranda No. 1278, 1279, and 1280 of February 
15, 1951. These are the orders I have just described. They are evi- 
dence of the Department’s extensive efforts to meet the objectives of 
the Hoover Commission. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Secretary, are those very lengthy ? 

Secretary Brannan. No, they are not long documents and there 
are enough so that each member of the committee may have one. You 
might judge as to the desirability of including them in the record 
after you see them. 

The CuarrMan. I was wondering whether it was necessary to print 
them in full in the record, but I have no objection to it. They seem to 
be comparatively brief and they may be printed in the record. Would 
you like to have them printed following your testimony ¢ 

Secretary Brannan. That will be suitable. 

The Cuatrman. They will be printed immediately following the 
Secretary’s testimony. 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, I have already distributed to 
the members of the committee copies of the chart showing our current 
organization. I would like to refer to it now if you gentlemen will 
take it in hand. 

The large boxes on the chart, beginning with the Agricultural Re- 
search Administration, are the program agencies of the Department. 
There are 11 of these, but 1, the Commodity Credit Corporation, is a 
financing agency and its operations are carried on by personnel of 
the Production and Marketing Administration. In fact, the CCC 
as such has no regular employees. The Secretary of Agriculture 
serves as Chairman of the Corporation’s Board of Directors. 

So we have, in reality, 10 program agencies: Agricultural Research 
Administration, Extension Service, Forest Service, Soil Conservation 
Service, Rural Electrification Administration, Commodity Exchange 
Authority, Farm Credit Administration, Farmers Home Administra- 
tion, Production and Marketing Administration, and Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation. 

The Administrator of the Agricultural Research Administration, 
under my order of last February, is responsible for all agricultural 











308 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


research within the Department, other than economic, and thus exer- 
cises a general coordinating or staff function in addition to directing 
the activities of the research bureaus. 

In the top row—the small boxes—you will find the Bureau of Agri- 
cultural Economics. It is the primary agency of the Department 
for economic research and for the collection and dissemination of agri- 
cultural statistics. It is, of course, well known for its crop reporting 
service, which provides essential information to farmers, business, 
and Government. Under my order of last February, the Chief of the 
Bureau remains responsible for all economic research and statistical 
activities carried on by the Department and thus exercises a coordi- 
nating or staff function in thisarea. Asa staff agency, the BAE serves 
the Secretary and the Department as a whole. It also serves the 
Congress and the public every day in many ways. 

The Office of Foreign Agricultural Relations, in the next box, co- 
ordinates the work of the Department which concerns or relates to 
foreign countries. It provides information regarding foreign agricul- 
ture and trade, advises the Secretary and other officials of the Gov- 
ernment with respect to foreign agricultural relations, and carries on 
the work of the Department under the point 4 program. It is an es- 
sential staff of the Secretary. 

The other offices in the top row are other staff units that any de- 
partment must have, by one name or another. As I mentioned earlier, 
the Offices of Personnel, Budget and Finance, Plant and Operations, 
and the library are supervised by the Assistant Secretary, who also 
has been assigned responsibility for general supervision of all re- 
search activities. The Under Secretary has been assigned general 
supervision over all agricultural conservation work of the Depart- 
ment, our work with the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organ- 
ization, and other matters affecting foreign relations. 

Senator Moopy. Mr. Secretary, which box is that ? 

Secretary Brannan. The last sentence referred to the general super- 
vision of the Under Secretary, Senator Moody. 

Senator Moony. Yes. 

Secretary Brannan. The box labeled “Office of the Secretary” in- 
cludes the Secretary, Under Secretary, and Assistant Secretary. 

Now, if you add this up, you will see that rather than an unmanage- 
able number of agencies reporting to me, as has been alleged, there 
are 10 program agencies and 4 staff agencies. The Under Secretary 

relieves my responsibility for general supervision over conservation 
and foreign relations. The Assistant Secretary relieves my responsi- 
bility for general supervision over administrative and research mat- 
ters. 

I respectfully submit that that’s good organization. 

While we are looking at this chart, [ want to correct another bit of 
misinformation. Frequently, we hear references to the Department 
in such terms as “a monstrous bureaucracy,” “madly sprawling agen- 
cies,” and “duplication and cverlapping.” I want to emphasize that 
each agency of the Department has its own well-defined area of 
operations. 

In the field of conservation, as you know, the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice and the Production and Marketing Administration carry on soil 
conservation activities under two separate legal authorizations. 
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These programs supplement each other, and neither is adequate with- 
out the other. One provides technical conservation services and the 
other assists farmers in meeting part of the cost of applying conserva- 
tion practices on the land. I have already reported to you on the 
means we are using to coordinate more fully the actis ities ‘of the Soil 
Conservation Service and the agricultural conservation program of 
PMA. 

In the field of research, several agencies are active, but each has 
its defined area. For example, the Forest Service carries on special- 
ized research on management of forest and range lands, and new 
or improved methods of utilizing wood and other forest products. 

The Soil Conservation Service conducts specialized research on 
methods of controlling soil erosion. Both utilize the basic and com- 
prehensive research and knowledge developed by the Bureau of Plant 
Industry, Soils, and Agricultural Engineering. And note that all 
research projects, other than economic research, carried on by agencies 
outside the Agricultural Research Administration must be approved 
by the Agricultural Research Administrator. 

That, if I may say, is Whether or not they are in Agricultural 
Research or not. If there are in the Forest Service of the Production 
and Marketing Administration or the Soil Conservation Service they 
still must be “approved by the Administrator of the Agricultural 
Research Administration. 

The Crarrman. Does that mean that those agencies in carrying out 
their programs, if they experiment with something that experiment 
must be submitted to the Agricultural Research Administrator before 
they undertake it? 

Secretary Brannan. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. In other words, it is an approved project ? 

Secretary Brannan. Yes, sir. Dr. Cardon approves it and by that 
process we eliminate the possibility s, overlapping. 

The Cuarrman. So that what appears to be overlapping is not in 
fact overtepiang but is partly directed by the head of that service ? 

Secretary Brannan. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

There are many cogent arguments for the proposition that research 
should be kept as close as possible to the operations it is intended to 
serve. Far from being an inefficient arrangement, it is good so long 
as research projects are properly coordinated and integrated, as they 
are now. 

Senator Scuorrren. These other agencies that you have approved 
which make these projects or proceed with these research projects, 
do they initiate a first-hand report to your Department first 

Secretary Brannan. They are part of the Department, Senator 
Schoeppel. For example, there is the Forest Service laboratory at 
Madison, Wis., which conducts research in the uses of wood and in 
the lamination of wood. Asa matter of fact, some of the very fun- 
damental work that was done in the lamination of wood with which 
strategic British planes were built during the last war was started at 
the Madison laboratory. And much of the process by which a small 
amount of wood is laminated or put together so that it becomes a 
very strong piece has been done there. That has been done by the 
Forest Service. But the general outline of the work being done there 
is submitted from time to time by the Forest Service people to Dr. 
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Cardon who is the head of our Agricultural Research Administration, 
makes his recommendations and comments and suggestions about it 
to them. 

The same is true in the Soil Conservation Service which carries 
on work somewhat similar to that of the Bureau of Plant Industry, 
Soils, and Agricultural Engineering. But they are at no time working 
on an identical pursuit or line of investigation. 

Senator Scnorrrer. That was the thing I wanted to be sure to 
bring out. 

Secretary Brannan. We are conducting a project or two in the 
Production and Marketing Administration, for example, on the dry- 
ing of grain. Where is the best place to try to experiment with the 
drying of grain but in the grain bins situated over the country? The 
grain bins in the southern part of the country and the grain bins in 
your part of the country and the grain bins in the northern part of 
the country all have different problems. You have a heat factor and 
a longer period free from freezing in the South. Therefore, experi- 
mental work in how to store grain and how to keep it weevil-free in 
Texas or Oklahoma would not be identical with that in Kansas or in 
Montana. Those experiments are being conducted by the people who 
every day work with those grain bins, whose responsibility it 1s to see 
“that the grain is in storable condition. They are much closer to the 
work and better equipped, by experience and by proximity to the job, 
to be done, to do it than to set up a new agency to do it. Therefore, the 
Production and Marketing Administration conducts it, but Dr. Car- 
don looks over the project and gives guidance to it. 

The CHatrman. As I understand it, and I think we emphasized 
that a moment ago, before they initiate the project or the experiment 
it has his approval? 

Secretary Brannan. Yes. 

The Crarman. And then they report back to him the results of 
that experiment; is that correct ! 

Secretary Brannan. Well, yes, Senator. It is much closer than 
that. There is constant consultation back and forth. 

The Cuatrman. I assume there is a constant consultation with him. 
I mean, it is under his guidance, after all. 

Secretary Brannan. That is right. 

The Crarman. But the particular agency such as the Soil Con- 
servation Service or the Forestry Service, as the case may be, cannot 
initiate the project on its own when it is a research or experimental 
project until it is approved by him, and then it has his guidance and 
constant consultation with him and reports back to him as to the 
results achieved; is that correct ? 

Secretary Brannan. That is right. The reports, of course, go to 
the people who are particularly interested in the research rather than 
coming back to the Department. 

For example, as soon as we discovered a new process for laminating 
wood that strengthened it, it went into industrial channels imme- 
diately. 

The CHarrman. Of course it comes back here first. 

Secretary Brannan. But it would not be Dr. Cardon who would 
then take it out and hand it to industry; it would go directly from the 
Forest Service. 
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The Cuatrman. After he had been satisfied that the test or experi- 
ment was favorable and actually produced good results then it would 
be disseminated through the agency itself to the public ¢ 

Secretary Brannan. Yes, sir. Of course, it never would come back 
to him if the Forest Service people, in that case, did not think it was 
good to begin with. 

The CHarrman. All right. 

Secretary Brannan. The organization and coordination of the 
Department’ s research was studied very intensively by the Pace sub- 
committee of the House Committee on Agriculture a year ago. I be- 
lieve the subcommittee was generally satisfied with the w ay in which 
we were directing and coordinating our research work. 

In the field of credit, there is a clear distinction in the law as to 
when a loan may be made by Farmers Home Administration and when 
it is to be hs indled by the farm credit system or private lenders. The 
rule is that Farmers Home Administration may lend only to farmers 
who cannot tain loans elsewhere. 

Some of the credit institutions within the farm credit system are 
now wholly farmer-owned. Some are of mixed ownership, partially 
farmer capital and partially Government capital; and others are 
wholly Government-owned institutions. The land bank system is 
wholly owned by farmer borrowers. A major portion of the capital 
of the production credit associations is likewise owned by farmer 
borrowers. Borrowing farmer cooperative associations have an in- 
vestment in the capital of the banks for cooperatives. The farm credit 
institutions have sold to the public a large volume of bonds and de- 
bentures which are not obligations of the United States Government 
and are net guaranteed by the Government either as to interest or 
principal. 

The Congress considered this whole credit question very carefully 
in 1946 and expressed its conclusion by peasing legislation that kept 
direct lending in a separate agence y—the Farmers Home Administra- 
tion and retained cooperative “and farmer-owned-and-operated credit 
in the farm credit system. 

In my discussion so far I have been showing you that the Depart 
ment is a highly efficient and effective organization ; that it has worked 
hard in the direction of the Hoover Commission recommendations: 
that authority for additional reorganization has yet to be made avail- 
able; that the Department has made great progress in coordinating 
Department services; that there is no serious duplication; and that 
the Department’s organization is compact and manageable. In other 
words, the Department is in a healthy state and is well adapted to the 
job that we now face. 

I think that what we need to do is not to subject the Department 
to a major surgical operation, but to continue the process of realistic 
and practical improvement that has been going on for many years 
~ has brought the Department to its present high level of effici ‘lency 

I don’t believe that any major change in organization is needed at 
this time. It would be particularly unwise to undertake a whole- 
sale reorganization of the Department, with its inevitable shock 
disruption, and waste of man-hours, at a time when all our energies 
are needed to meet defense problems. 
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Senator Moopy. Mr. Secretary, you will notice that this bill pro- 
vides for abolishing all of the present State and county committees 
and setting up a new system. What would you think of that? 

Secretary Brannan. Senator, we do say in this statement a little 
further along that we oppose it and assign our reasons. 

Senator Moopy. All right. 

Secretary Brannan. As a matter of fact, in the next part of the 
statement we move right into the bill. So, if I may comment on some 
of the specific provisions of the bill, Mr. Chairman, I shall do so. 

Section 2 of the committee print establishes certain general pur- 
poses to be followed by the Secretary in connection with the organi- 
zation and management of the Department. We are in general agree- 
ment with most of these purposes, but I should like to mention one or 
two points that may need some clarification or change. 

Paragraph (a) (2) of section 2 provides for the utilization of a 
proposed— 

Agricultural Consultation Service by other agencies within the Department. 
as the service for disseminating information (except necessary instructions 
incidental to the conduct of operating programs) and conducting agricultural 
educational activity is such that, except in cases of extreme emergency, only 
established channels. 


Mr. Chairman, I see no need or benefit in changing the well-known 
name of the Extension Service to the “Consultation Service.” 

The question of what functions should be vested in che Cooperative 
Extension Service was recently given extremely careful study by a 
Joint Committee on Extension Policies, Programs, and Goals, estab- 
lished in 1946 by the Department and the Association of Land-Grant 
Colleges and Universities. This committee, which reported in 1948. 
included the presidents of five of the land-grant colleges, a dean of 
agriculture, three prominent private persons, and two officials of the 
Department. The committee reaffirmed the memorandum of agree- 
ment of 1914, under which the Department agreed to conduct all 
extension work in cooperation with the State colleges. The committee 
said: 

As has been indicated, by law, by agreement, and by common interpretation. 
the function of extension is that of education. * * * The importance of this 
educational programs of the Department tor farmers and the public through 
basically educational functions should be assigned to the Cooperative Extension 
Service. 

The committee recognized the necessity for information work on 
the part of our operating agencies. It referred to the Department’s— 
operational-type programs * * * which require a certain amount of infor 
mational or educational work and which constitute such an integral part of 
program operations that they cannot be practically separated. 

And you will note that this is a quote from the committee. The 
committee said: 

It is inevitable that there will continue to be areas where programs of ex 
tension and other agencies border closely on each other, even though there is 
a minimum of duplication of effort. * * * Since each program, to be effective, 
must reach individual farmers and influence their farm operations, this presents 
a problem of coordination. Through intelligent and earnest cooperation, appro 
priate lines of demarcation can be found, 

I would like to point out that Dean H. P. Rusk, of the Universit, 
of Illinois, was a member of this committee and concurred in the con- 
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clusions I have just quoted. He dissented on another point, but on 
the balance of it he concurred. 

For the reasons expressed by the Joint Committee on Extension 
Policies, Programs, and Goals, 1 believe that the phrase “for dis- 
seminating information (except necessary instructions incidental to 
the conduct of ope! rating programs)” in lines 11 and 12, page 2, of 
the committee print, is too restrictive. It would seriously handicap 
is in carrying on our operating programs. 

Senator Arken. May I call the Secre tary’s attention to the fact that 
the operating programs were expressly excepted in the matter of dis- 
seminating such information necessary to carry on their own pro- 
grams When it would seriously handicap them. That is, I am sure it 
was the intention to except them as far as the dissemination of infor- 
mation necessary to secure full cooperation in carrying on their pro- 
grams. 1 do not think there was any intent, and I am sure there was 
no intent on the part of the Commission, and I doubt if there was 
anybody else’s part, to handicap them in carrying on their operating 
program. 

Secretary Brannan. I assume that that was the intention. and, as 
you will note, our suggestion is for clarification of the phrase which 
is in parentheses, “except necessary instructions incidental to the con- 
duct of operating programs.” The word “instructions” seemed much 
too narrow to allow of information. There is a distinction between 
“instructions” and “information.” 

Senator AikEN. It is entirely possible that the language can be im- 
proved upon. But what I was putting in the record here was that 
there was no intent to handicap operating programs through unneces- 
sary restrictions or taking away part of the instruction service and giv- 
ing it to any other agency. 

Secretary Brannan. Thank you, Senator. Iam sure we share the 
same feeling about it. 

Senator Aiken. I am simply trying to keep the record straight. 

Secretary Brannan. As was pointed out the other day at these 
hearings, the Forest Service, for example, must be able to carry on 
the fire- prevention campaign in cooperation with the State foresters 
and the National Advertising Council. That is something other 
than straight instructions, you see. That is information. The Fed- 
eral Crop “Insurance C orporation must be able to tell farmers what 
services and benefits they can get from the c rop-insurance program. 
And so with our other agencies. When the Federal Government un- 
dertakes to carry out a national program, it must be able to use the 
tools necessary to successful administration. One of these tools i 
information. 

In the hearing the other day it was stated that the drafters of the 
bill said that it was intended to divide the functions of the Farmers 
Home Administration between the proposed Agricultural Consulta- 
tion Service and the Farm Credit Aidaidioteation. 

Senator Aiken. Mr. Chairman, may I again clarify the record and 
ask to whose testimony that statement refers ¢ 

Secretary Brannan. The gentleman who testified here last week, 
Mr. Patton. 

Senator Arken. I think there again that we might refer back to 
the previous colloquy we just had. Certainly it is necessary for the 
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Farmers Home Administration to give the borrowers sufficient in- 
struction to protect the loans, and I would not want to infringe upon 
that service, which I think has helped in maintaining a pretty high 
percentage of repayments from the borrowers to the Farmers Home 
Administration. 

The Cuarrman. That is part of the service intended to be performed 
by the Farmers Home Administration, to give guidance to Sd to 
enable them to develop sufficiently to be sel f-sust aining and productive. 

Secretary Brannan. That is right, Mr. Chairman. And if you 
will remember, the Farmers Home Administration can make loans 
only to farmers who cannot get them any place else. These loans 
sometimes are the equivalent of 100 percent of the man’s assets by 
bank standards, although they may not be by other standards, and the 
man needs something in addition to just the money; he needs some 
advice. 

The Cuatrman. That is true, because if he has not been a success, 
he is not going to be a success by borrowing money unless he gets some 
guidance. 

Secretary Brannan. That is right. 

I would like to say, Senator Aiken, that we in the Department. who 
have been studying this bill have no feeling whatsoever that as far 
as you were concerned in introducing the bill or any other activity in 
connection with it, there is any unfriendly attitude toward the 
Department. 

Senator Arken. Naturally since I have been a supporter of the 
Farmers Home Administration since its inception I would not become 
antagonistic now. 

Secretary Brannan. There is no doubt in the mind of any of us 
about that, sir. 

Senator A1xen. Different people not on the Commission have put 
different interpretations on what the Commission meant. Sometimes 
those positions have been slanted, I think, according to their own 
personal views. But fhe chairman of the conimittee and I, having 
been members of the Hoover Commission itself, I think are in a 
position to keep the record reasonably straight as to the intent of the 
Commission’s recommendations. And those recommendations were 
intended to make the service functions of the Agriculture Depart- 
ment work better and not to hamstring in any way these programs 
which have been authorized by the Congress. 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, the next sentence of my state- 
ment becomes somewhat superfluous in the light of the discussion, but 
I will take time to read it. 

If the language of the bill is subject to that interpretation, what 
apparently is being attempted by indirect means is the destruction of 
the Farmers Home Administration, an agency in which Congress has 
expressed—and only last month reiterated—its faith and confidence. 

Senator Arken. The word “if” at the beginning of that sentence 
is a great help, Mr. Secretary, because I assure you there was no 
intent to destroy the Farmers Home Administration. 

Secretary Brannan. I want at this point to refer ahead to a provi- 
sion in section 7 (a) which has a bearing on this proposal to establish 
a Consultation Service and which should be discussed here. The pro- 
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vision deals with the proposed transfer of vocational agricultural 
functions, and states that. these functions— 

Together with the Extension Service and the Soil Conservation Service, shall 
be included as autonomous units in the Agricultural Consultation Service. 
This provision was not contained in S. 1149 as originally introduced, 
nor was it suggested by the Hoover Commission. 

The inclusion of this provision in section 7 (a) appears to be an 
attempt to change by indirect means one of the Department’s m: yor 
operating programs and put it on an educational rather than a service 
basis. This c hange was not recommended by the Hoover Commission. 

If we agree with the conclusion of the Joint Committee on Exten- 
sion Progr: ams, Policies, and Goals that the proper function of exten- 
sion is education, it follows that we should not assign a major operat- 
ing function to the Extension Service. The main job of the Soil Con- 
servation Service is to survey individual farms, classify the land as 
to use capabilities and erosion hazards, provide technical assistance 
in preparing a basic conservation plan for each farm, indicating uses 
which will maintain and improve the soil and specifying conservation 
measures that are needed, and give the farmer specialized technical 
assistance in connection with the installation of such measures as ter- 
races, contours, dams, waterways, and so forth. The Soil Conserva- 
tion Service is also responsible for the technical phases of the perma- 
nent-type soil conservation work under the national agricultural con- 
servation program of PMA. In addition, the Soil Conserv ation Serv- 
ice has responsibility for administration of the Department’s flood- 
control program in specified major watersheds. 

Since conservation problems must be approached on a watershed 
basis, it is necessary that we have a national conservation program 
nationally administered. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Secretary, would you explain why both of these 
services are necessary, the work of the Soil Conservation Service and 
then the other work of the Production and Marketing Administration ¢ 
You say they are indispensable, that they are coordinated and work 
together and neither is indispensable. That is a bit confusing. It 
seems they do the same work. I am not arguing it, I would just like to 
have you clarify it in my own mind. 

Secretary Brannan. Let me give you the one completely clear ex- 
ample: There are many counties or many agricultural areas in the 
United States to which the functions of the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice have not yet been extended, because there has not been time since 
the organization of the Soil Conservation Service to get it active in 
every county in the United States. 

The CuairmMan. Districts have not been organized. 

Secretary Brannan. Districts have not been organized. Therefore, 
the programs of PMA are functioning in those counties and have been 
foralongtime. That is the first and clear-cut reason. 

Soil conservation started with the first soil conservation district and 
there are now about 2.400 such districts. And as memorandum 1278, 
the memorandum which we issued in February, clearly contemplates, 
we are reaching the time when those two programs do come into very 
close juxtaposition in which they will be integrated and are now being 
integrated to the extent that we can do it. 
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The Cuarrman. Where you have the soil conservation districts and 
where that program is well set up now what is the need for the PMA 
program? What is the need for that program duplicating some of the 
identical work of the Soil Conservation Service in the same areas where 
the districts are established ¢ 

Secretary Brannan. Senator, let us look at it again organizationally 
and point out the difficulty of oper ating one legislative authorization 
through the Soil Conservation Service on the one hand, and another 
through PMA on the other. We ought to keep each program within 
one adminstrative structure until there can be the opportunity for 
a closer coordination. That, you might say, is the current, the very 
current answer to the question and has been the answer heretofore. 

Now, there is a clear distinction between the types of services ren- 
dered to farmers by PMA in the soil conservation field and the types 
of services rendered by the Soil Conservation Service. In just two 
sentences, the Soil Conservation Service extends technical assistance 
to the man on the farm through the Soil Conservation Service tech- 
nicians, who are trained in the techniques of soil and water conserva- 
tions. They go on the man’s farm, prepare a conservation plan and 
help him lay out his terraces and do other work that is necessary to re- 
construct his farm on a sound soil conservation pattern. In other 
words, they plan the most adaptable use of each acre of his land. 

On the other hand, the Production and Marketing Administration 
sends no technicians onto the farm but makes is possible for the farmer 
who wants to follow simple soil conservation practices to adopt them 
with the aid and inducement of conservation payments. 

If we go back historically to the purposes behind the law—and 
there are many sitting around this rostrum who are more capable than 
I to talk about it—we need to remember that soil conservation has 
not always been an accepted principle of farming in this country. 
There are, of course, farmers who still plow up and down the hill 

rather than on the contour, or around the hill. Therefore, one of the 
ways of inducing farmers to adopt better soil practices was to say, “If 
you will do this, we will give you part of the cost of it.” 

And that, very straightforwardly and frankly, was one of the 
initial moves by which we made farmers conscious of the benefits of soil 
conservation. 

The CuHarrMan. That program is under the PMA. 

Secretary Brannan. That program is under the PMA. 

The Cuatrman. The Soil Conservation people go in there physi- 
cally and help them get this soil conservation practice established on 
the individual farms? 

Secretary Brannan. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. I am just wondering if the time is coming when 
these programs, particularly the soil conservation program, ‘will be 
sufficiently advanced in these areas where the districts are formed 
and that they are now servicing, and where these two programs can 
be integrated into one. They may need some change in the law, I 
do not know. But I think today in trying to bring about some simph- 
fication and better coordination and organization of governmental 
functions it seems to me—we should be striving toward that goal 
where these two services can be integrated into and under one admin- 
istration. 
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Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, I completely agree with you, 
and I think everybody in the Department agrees with you. Memo- 
randum 1278 is the most practical evidence that I can offer of the fact 
that we agree with you. And we are attempting to bring it together 
as close as my existing authority will permit me and the actual “phy s- 
ical facts out in the field will allow us today. 

I say to you very respectfully that I think the integration of all 
of our functions at the county level, which is contemplated by memo- 
randa 1278, 1279, and 1280, will be a real landmark in the record of the 
Department of Agriculture when we get it done. And we are well 
on the way to getting it done. 

The CHairMan. | am glad to get that in the record. I was just 
thinking myself that there should be some way of getting them coor- 
dinated or integrated so that we would not have two different : agencies 
actually trying to accomplish the same objective, one making one ap- 
proach to it and the other another one. 

Secretary BranNaAN. Senator, may I add, of course, that the Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration has many other direct func- 
tions. 

The Cuairman. I understand that. 

Secretary Brannan. And this is one of the additional functions 
which it has traditionally performed. 

Senator McCarruy. May I apologize to the Secretary. I have to 
leave, not because of lack of interest in your testimony, but because 
of an appointment. I assure you I will read your testimony with 
great interest. 

The CHatrmMANn. Senator Underwood. 

Senator UnpeRwoop. Mr. Secretary, are not your soil conservation 
districts and committees partly created under State law too? 

Secretary Brannan. They are, sir. 

Senator Unprrwoop. Do not these county committees in some cases 
raise funds themselves and obtain State funds and go together and buy 
bulldozers and equipment for digging ponds, and heavy plows and 
other equipment which they own and pass around among the different 
farmers who are served by the conservation committee ? 

Secretary Brannan. That is entirely correct, Senator. 

Senator UNperwoop. Is there any Federal money at all that is paid 
for salaries for State conservation committees ? 

Secretary Brannan. Which are operating under the State laws? 

Senator Unperwoop. Yes. 

Secretary Brannan. No, sir. 

Senator Unperwoop. Is there any money at all paid for salaries 
for the supervisors ? 

Secretary Brannan. The boards of supervisors of the soil conser- 
vation districts # 

Senator Unperwoop. I mean Federal money, not to the Soil Serv- 
ice, but the conservation. 

Secretary Brannan. No, sir. And, as a matter of fact, most of them 
are not paid anyhow. 

Senator Unperwoop. And none of these committees of supervisors 
in many States are paid anything at all, are they ? 

Secretary Brannan. That is right. 
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Senator UNpErwoop. It is just a voluntary service that they render 
where they get together under the law, and usually under a State law? 

Secretary Brannan. That is right, sir. 

Senator Unperwoop. As well as the Federal ? 

Secretary Brannan. That is correct. 

Mr, Chairman, mav I just add something to the discussion you and 
I had a moment ago? 

The CrHatrman. Yes. 

Secretary Brannan. I would just like to recall to your memory that 
when I was before this committee last year testifying in support of 
the reorganization plan which the President sent down, Senator Thye 
and I had a long discussion of the problem which you and I were 
just talking about, and that at that time we indicated that we were 
trying to do the very thing which we did by memorandum 1278 

The CuatrMan. | was not criticizing you, but those services that 
are now being performed with relation to soil conservation, it seems 
to me we need to get them all under one administration, as soon as it 

‘an feasibly be done. 

Senator Arken. May I just clarify the record a little here? 

The CuatrMan. Senator Aiken. 

Senator AITKEN. It appears to me, when the Secretary discussed 
the operation under PMA and SCS, that they are at the local level, 
and, of course, they cannot be merged at the present time because one 
function is under State law and the other is a Federal operation. 

Secretary Brannan. Yes. 

Senator ArkEN. And I want to make it clear again, as 1 have re- 
peatedly, that there is no intent whatsoever contained in the recom- 
mendations of the Commission to interfere with the work of the Soil 
Conservation Service. 

My recommendation for further coordination toward merging 
would apply on the Federal level, which IT understood the chairman 
was referring to when he asked his question originally, rather than 
the local level. 

I want to make that clear, that there is no effort whatever to change 
the work of the soil conservation districts which are set up under State 
laws in, I believe, 2,400 counties, or 3,000, did you say ? 

Secretary Brannan. Twenty- ‘four hundred ‘soil conservation dis- 
tricts, including approximately 75 percent of the agricultural land of 
the country. 

Senator Arken. The State of Tennessee, I believe, has a State-wide 
organization, and whether they have any districts now, or not, I do 
not know. For some time they did not have any. 

Secretary Brannan. Districts are now being organized in Ten- 
nessee, in the Tennessee Valley. 

Senator Aiken. And other counties are not agricultural enough to 
warrant it. 

Secretary BranNAN. Senator, the State of Tennessee outside of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority’s jurisdiction has, for a long time, had soil 
conservation districts, as have all of the other States of that region. 

Senator Arken. Outside of the TVA. 

Secretary Brannan. Outside of the TVA area. 

Senator ArkEN. I just wanted the record as clear as possible. 





REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 319 


The Cuamrman. You did not have soil-conservation districts in the 
TVA area? 

Secretary BRANNAN. We do now, Senator, but that is the area in 
which the development of soil-conservation districts has been, by far, 
the slowest of any place in the United States. That is another whole 
story. 

Senator Moopy. Could you tell us why that is? 

Secretary Brannan. As I just said, Senator Moody, that is another 
long story. 

The ‘Tennessee Valley Authority people were disinclined to have 
soil-conservation districts in the TVA area for a considerable length 
of time. I think the attitude has changed now, and the farm people 
who have had applications for the districts pending for as long as 2 or 
years are now having those applications acted upon, and it will not be 
long until the area is organized. 

The Cuatrman. All right; go ahead, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Brannan. Just to summarize the discussion, Mr. Chair- 
man, for the reason that I have stated I would recomme nd that refer- 
ence to the Soil Conservation Service in line 4 on page 7 be deleted. 
That deletion goes back, as you recall, to the proposition that soil- 
conservation service is not a type of function which could be carried 
out adequately by the Extension Service, in our opinion. 

Returning now to paragraph (a) (2), I must state that I fail to see 
any need for the paragraph at all. 

However, if there is any purpose served by repeating the principle 
which for many years has underlaid the division of functions between 


the Department and the State extension services, I suggest the follow- 
ing language be substituted as the objective of the Secretary in re- 
examining the organization of the Department : 


(2) Full utilization of the Cooperative Extension Service as the agency of 
the Department of Agriculture and the land-grant colleges and universities in 
conducting basically educational functions and programs for farmers and others 
through established channels. 

We are in full accord with the principle of utilizing the Cooperative 
Extension Service to carry basically educational programs to farmers 
and others. 

I believe that we should be guided by the general principles laid 
down by the Joint Committee on Extension Policies, Programs, and 
Goals on this point. 

We have made good progress in working out arrangements mutual- 
ly satisfactory to the Department and the land-grant colleges. I 
believe that we can continue to perfect and define these working re- 
lationships under the existing authorities. 

On page 3, paragraph (5) (a), I suggest the deletion of lines 
8, 9, and 10 relating to the mer ving of services at county levels. The 
following language could be substituted : “and the close integration 
of services at county levels.” 

As I said earlier, we are making good progress in the integration of 
our conservation activities in the States and counties. It would prob- 
ably not be possible to go further and merge organizationally our 
county services without merging our State and regional set- ups into 
a single departmental organization. This would mean the establish- 
ment. of departmental regional and State directors throughout the 
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country. A change of this magnitude would require extremely care- 
ful consideration. 

The Coarrman. Senator Schoeppel? 

Senator Scnorrpet. I would like to ask the Secretary what he meant 
by substituting the language: “and the close integration of services 
at county levels.” 

Physically, what do you anticipate that would encompass ? 

Secretary Brannan. | might again, if I may, sir, refer to memo- 
randum 1278. The Soil Conservation Service and the Production 
and Marketing Administration and the Forest Service, where it is 
in operation in the county, meet with the county agent and the gov- 
erning body of the local soil-conservation district and prepare and 
agree upon a common soil-conservation program for the county. 

Having agreed upon a common program for the county, then they go 
about their respective functions of contributing to that. 

In the case of the Soil Conservation Service it is the extension of 
technical guidance and engineering assistance to the farmer. 

In the case of the Production and Marketing Administration, it is 
the extension of the funds to do the thing or inet which have been 
agreed upon are wise to be done in that particular area. 

The practices which are authorized by the Production and Market- 
ing Administration now have the concurrence and approval of the 
Soil Conservation Service people in that county. 

If it involves reforestation, or afforestation, or anything to do with 
tree culture, the forest people will be able to sit in on the discussions, 
too. 

So there is unified action. 

Then, of course, the other thing that we are doing, Senator, is to 
bring together psysically in the county all the agencies of the 
Department of Agriculture which serve farmers, as the result of which 
if the farmer comes in to talk to SCS about soil-conservation problems, 
there in the same building across the hall are the PMA people to join 
in the discussion. 

The physical integration will result in reducing administrative 
staff. There has already been consolidation of services in some of the 
offices that have been put together, and before long there will be sub- 
stantial savings resulting from the coordination of services, such as 
stenographic services. The personnel officer in one or two areas has 
already been consolidated. I mean, one has left and the other man has 
taken over the personnel functions of his agency. 

As to the supply officers, where there has been a big enough office 
to require one—and I am talking now about a State office—one supply 
officer will be gone and there will be one supply officer serving all of 
the agencies in the building. 

I will not dwell on it unnecessarily, bitt we think it is a very sub- 
stantial step forward. We think it was exactly what the Hoover Com- 
mission was talking about. 

Section 3 provides for an additional Assistant Secretary of Agri- 
culture and section 4 for an Administrative Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

The Department of Agriculture, notwithstanding that it is one 
of the largest, is the only civilian department that can have but one 
Assistant Secretary. Other civilian departments have an average of 
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more than four assistant department heads, not including Under 
Secretaries. 

In addition, an Administrative Assistant Secretary has been pro- 
vided in all but one or two of the other civilian departments. 

In a great organization like the Department of Agriculture, there 
is much need for such assistance, both on program and administrative 
matters, and I hope very much that these sections can be enacted. It 
would help us to do some of the things which need to be done in the 
way of improving our operations and management, in which this 
committee is interested. 

However. much as we need these additional Assistant Secretaries, 
I do not want to get them at the cost of accepting some of the pro- 
visions of the bill which would be harmful. 

The Cuarrman. I believe, Mr. Secretary, that you ask for one more 
assistant than the bill provides for, do you not ? 

Secretary Brannon. I think the reorganization plan which was 
submitted on our behalf last year did ask for two Assistant Secretaries 
and one Administrative Assistant Secretary. We do not make any 
point about it at all. 

As a matter of fact, I am not passing the buck, but I think the 
Bureau of the Budget was more insistent on our asking for two than 
we were. 

The CuairmMan. Personally, I wanted to consider it. 

I can appreciate with a department as large as yours and with as 
many programs as you administer, that. we do need some able top 
men to help you direct it. I was not questioning it. 

I just simply want to know how much importance you attach to it 
and the need for this additional assistance. 

Secretary Brannan. Well, Senator, we do attach a great deal of 
importance to it. The scope of our work has broadened. We now 
deal a great deal more with some of the other agencies of Government 
and the representatives of other governments here, and it is useful 
to have people with titles who can carry on those kinds of discussions 
and represent the Department. 

The Cratrman. Let me ask you this question, which seems of con- 
siderable importance to me: 

Suppose we pass a bill creating some new positions, the salaries of 
which will have to be paid. That would simply increase expenses; 
would it not? 

The point is, if by having these additional assistants economies and 
greater efficiency can be effected, I have no hesitancy personally in 
providing for the additional assistance. 

But that is what we want to make certain of—that by setting up 
these positions for Under Secretaries—it will enable the organiza- 
tion to better organize the department, and the department being bet- 
ter organized, economies would result. 

Speaking personally, if we could accomplish something such as 
that, I would be willing to give you what you are asking for. 

Secretary Brannan. Senator, let me just say it this way, and I 
hope you will understand the spirit in which I say it: The people 
around our office now carry much heavier burdens than T think they 
can efficiently and continually carry. Most everybody is in there 
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every Saturday morning and many of them are there even on Sundays 
for a good part of the year. 

If we are to bring the functions together at the top so that there 

‘an be one comprehensive view, it is highly significant. And it has 
er to be done through people with responsibility and with authority. 

Very frankly, now, we do the functions that we are talking about, 
but we do them with an assistant to the Secretary, who has a great 
deal more difficulty getting the job done, because, as a matter of fact, 
he does not carry the vaepeinilatliter and weight that he would if he 
were an Assistant Secretary. 

The CHairman. He does not have the official title. 

Secretary Brannan. Yes. 

The CHatrman. And recognition. 

Secretary Brannan. I am the first to admit to you, sir, that some 
of this business of titles is psychological, but it is just as real, even 
though it is psychological. And there is a great corodinating job to 
be done. 

Mr. Hutchinson, the Assistant Secretary, could devote his entire 
time to the housekeeping functions of the Department with a very great 
benefit, in my opinion, but he has much more to do, including p: urtici- 
pating in sessions with other Government agencies and other depart- 
ments to which we must send someone with his title. 

The CHarrMan. I may say this to you, Mr. Secretary: 

I want you to understand that this comimttee is not considering 
this bill simply trying to make criticisms of the Department of Agri- 
prema Oa We are here to study this problem, and if by legislation we 

‘an be helpful, to be helpful. That is the spirit in which we are 
i eeding here. 

Of course, the Hoover Commission was established, and it was the 
general feeling, a very pronounced feeling, that many departments 
and agencies in the executive branch should be reorganized. 

And in this legislation before us, as far as I am concerned, I ani 
not necessarily wedded to any particular provisions of the bill. 

We are trying to make a study of it to find out if we can come 
out with a bill, and with some legislation that might be of service 
not only to you as a Secretary, but to the Department and to the 
people as a whole. 

Secretary Brannan. Senator, again I want to say that not a soul 
of us in the Department of Agriculture has any ap prehensi sions about 
the attitude of this committee toward the job ‘before it. I sincerely 
said when I opened this discussion this morning that we believe that 
out of these discussions we get a great deal of benefit. 

I personally received benefit from the discussions I had with the 
committee last year and I submit some of the memorandums to which 
I have made frequent reference are tangible proof of that. 

Senator, if we appear to have any feeling to the contrary, I hope 
the committee will not construe it that way. 

The Cuatrman. I did not. 

L want to bring up these things and discuss them; that is why I 
suggested particularly that you place emphasis on the need for addi 
tional top officials down there to help you in this program. 

As I understood it, the bill does not provide for all of the assistance 
for which you ask. You ask for one more than the pending bill pro 
vides for, and I wanted you to discuss it. 
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Secretary BRANNAN. Mr. Chairman, if I may be completely frank 
with you, | would say two Assistant Secretaries, and that would ful- 
fill our needs very adequately without the Administrative Assistant 
Secretary, because, after all, one Assistant Secretary now is the ad- 
ministrative Assistant Secretary, for all practical purposes; we just 
have not hooked the title on him because that would limit his scope 
of operation if he went into another field. 

The Cuairman,. All right. 

Secretary Brannan. So that, Senator, if there is any lingering fee 3 
ing ie at we are apprehensive of what the committee may intend t 
do, I do want to disabuse your mind of it entirely. 

I am sure that you are aware, and we are aware, that there have 
been some unfortunate collateral attacks on the Department tying 
themselves to this proceeding, but at no time has there been any mis 
conception in our minds about the sources and objectives of those 
attacks and the operations of the committee. 

Se we are perfectly comfortable about it. 

Section 5, which would vest in the Secretary all functions of the 
Department, except those of the hearing examiners and corporations, 
is in accord with ‘the views of the Hoover Commission, which urged 
very strongly that the heads of departments should have full power, 
under the President, to reorganize and direct their departments. 

In its report on general management of the executive branch the 
Commission said: 

Each department head should receive from the Congress administrative au- 
thority to organize his department and place him in control of its organization. 

The Commission emphasized again and again the necessity for giv- 
ing department heads clear lines of authority over, and full responsi- 
bility for, their departments. 

Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this point? 

The CHamman. Certainly. 

Senator Aiken. When this bill was introduced there was a little 
apprehension expressed that it might affect the operation of the REA. 
I hastened to assure the persons expressing the fears that such was 
not the intention of the Commission at all. 

There was a recommendation made to us that the REA be put under 
the Farm Credit agencies, inasmuch as its principal function seemed 
to be the lending of money. 

However, the Commission rejected this recommendation. 

I want to ask you, Mr. Secretary, do you see in this bill anywhere 
anything that will affect the operation of the REA? 

[ believe that under the law the REA is already under the general 
supervision of the Secretary of Agriculture, under the present law. 

Secretary Brannan. Senator, that is correct. It is under the gen- 
eral supervision of the Secretary, and it has not occurred to us at all. 

Asa matter of fact, I do not even remember the subject having been 
discussed until you made reference to it now. 

Senator Arken. Your Solicitor has not found anything in this bill 
which would affect the operations of the REA ? 

Secretary Brannan. No, sir; I am sure that is correct. 

Senator A1Kken. It is already under your supervision 

Secretary Brannan. Is that not correct, Judge Hunter? 
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Mr. Hunvrer. We have not studied the bill with that particular point 
in mind. 

Senator A1rken. Mr. Hunter, were you speaking to the Secretary, 
or to the committee ? 

Mr. Hunter. To the committee. 

Secretary BRaNNAN. Go ahead, Judge. 

Mr. Hunrer. | was sitting here this morning and looking at the 
provisions affecting the reorganization of the Department within the 
Secretary's own discretion except as provided in the bill. My mind 
went over the effect it would have on organizations like the REA, the 
Farm Credit Administration, the Farmers Home Administration, the 
heads of which are appointed by the President by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. 

Senator Arken. I think it was section 5 (a) that created a little 
apprehension. 

Secretary Brannan. The Hoover Commission report would change 
the name of REA to Rural Electrification Service. 

Senator Arken. I saw nothing fatal in that. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Secretary, right at this point, while we are 
on section 5 and section 6, I would like to say that to me the sections 
are in direct conflict and would create an ambiguity that I think would 
be difficult of interpretation, or that might be susceptible of most any 
interpretation. 

In other words, if the Congress lays down the organization as 
spelled out in section 6, and then also enacts 5 into law, would you 
under the authority delegated in section 5 have the power to reor- 
ganize and change the organization as spelled out in section 6? 

Secretary Brannan. Well, Senator, I think we could work a lot 
of lawyers a good long time figuring out the answer to that one. I 
do not know the answer to it. 

The Cuatrman. I do not, myself. To me it is an ambiguity in this 
bill to which I do not know the answer. It certainly is confusing. 

Senator Arken. I agree with those sections in their intention, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CnHatrman. One may not realize the effect of them when you 
draft the bill, but as you study a bill of this magnitude you run into 
these problems. I think now is the time to consider them, with one 
attitude, toward passing a law that anyone can interpret. 

I wanted to call attention to it to see if you had any different idea 
about it than what I had. 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, I am in agreement with you. 
As a matter of fact, in the next paragraph of my statement I say so. 

The CHatrman. All right. 

Secretary Brannan. The report of your committee on the subject 
of organization of Federal executive departments and agencies, dated 
March 3, 195 1, stated that during the Eighty-first Congress reorgani- 
zation plans or acts were approved vesting full reorganization author- 
ity and functions in the Secretaries of ‘all departments of Cabinet 
rank, with the exception of the Department of: Agriculture. 

For the reasons that it has been found desirable to vest functions 
and reorganization authority in the Secretaries of all other depart- 
ments, similar authority should be extended to this Department. 
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Section 6, however, is in direct conflict with this basic principle. 

It directs the Secretary to reorganize the Department into eight 
major services. 

It is true that the Hoover Commission suggested that the Depart- 
ment be organized into eight major services, although, it should be 
noted, those suggested were not exactly the same as those specified in 
section 6, 

At the same time, in its report on the Department of Agriculture, 
the Commission said: 


We are not, however, recommending a hard and fast rule The 


Secretil \ 
would determine the organization, be free to amend it * * * 


In its concluding report the Commission stressed the same principle. 
lt said: 

The department heads must be free, with Presidential approval, to reorganize 
their departments in the ways that, in their judgment, best suit the require- 
ments of efficiency and economy. This means that the internal organization 
structure of executive agencies should not be prescribed by legislation 

I believe it would be unwise to establish a rigid organizational 
structure that could not readily be modified to fit changing conditions 
or to provide for adjustments found through experience to be desir- 
able. It would be particularly unfortunate at this time to establish a 
structure that could not be : adjusted quickly to meet needs which may 
arise in the critical international situation. For these reasons 
strongly opposed to section 6. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Secretary, that raises just one question that is 
giving me considerable concern. If this is the right procedure, as 
described in section 5, to delegate all of that power to the head of an 
agency, or Secretary of a department, then I wonder what the Con- 
gress is accomplishing. or what this committee is accomplishing by 
holding these extended hearings. It seems to me about all we should 
do is just pass section 5, delegate that power to you, and say, “Well, 
we are giving the Secretary power to organize.” That is about all 
we need to do. 

We worry and give concern to all of these proposals as spelled out 
in section 6 and try to : analyze them and see if they are good, if they 
are sound, if they are wise; and if we are going to delegate that p ower 
as provided in section 5, it seems to me we are just wasting a lot of time 
in going into all of those angles, because in the end it would simply 
be in your discretion to organize the Department as you saw fit. 

Secretary Brannan. Senator, I respectfully submit that it is not a 
waste of time. 

We talk at considerable length with our substantive committees, 
the Committee on Agriculture in the House, the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry in the Senate, and our two appropriations sub- 
committees go very deeply into our organizational structure 
time to time. 

And there is a great deal of benefit to be obtained from a constant 
discussion and review of it. 

I think also the expression of the Congress that “Here is a general 
pattern which seems most desirable,” is a helpful thing to the 
department. 

But I also respectfuly submit that the Congress cannot, by the very 
nature of its work, live close enough to the administrative job to 
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make the multiple administrative decisions from time to time that 
have to be made. Sometimes the whole character of our program 
shifts substantially, and it is necessary to make rather wide ad- 
justments. 

In all of the cases that I know of when such circumstances have 
arisen, the Secretaries of Agriculture have come to the Congress and 
said, “These circumstances have arisen. It looks to me as though 
we ought to do this,” and then if they found general concurrence, 
they did just that. 

In the case of memorandum 1278, it was discussed at consider- 
able length, Senator, with both of the Agricultural Committees and 
also the A ppropri lations Committee before action was taken, and some 
of their suggestions are in it. 

I say very frankly it did not occur to me to come to this committee 
to discuss it, because it was strictly a matter of internal organization, 
and I think you have indicated that—— 

The Cuaiman. I did not mean to imply that. Here is the thing 
that gives me some anxiety about this matter: section 6, if enacted 
along with section 5, as I would interpret this bill, would simply be 
nothing but a suggestion or recommendation of the Congress to you 
as to how to reorganize the Department. That is the way it strikes 
me, that that would probably be the correct interpretation of the 
two sections. 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that 
that is prec ‘isely what the Hoover Commission had in mind. 

The Cratman. All right, perhaps so. But I want to clarify it. 
I want to know what we are doing. That is my thought. I want to 
bring it right out in the open. Let us see what we are doing. 

Senator Moopy. Mr. Chairman, it would either be that, or else 
direct conflict, because section 6 as it is now says that the Secretary 
is directed to reorganize the Department in the following ways, and 
in section 5 you are > telling him to organize it himself. 

The Cuairman. Of course, if they try to give validity to all of 
the provisions of the act, it seems to me that it finally resolves itself 
into section 6 being .a recommendation of the Congress to the 
Secretary. 

Senator Arken. Mr. Chairman, I think section 5 (a) was intended 
to carry out the recommendation that the Secretary be given a com- 
plete line of authority from the Secretary’s Office down “through the 
Department, in order that he may be held responsible for the workings 
of the whole Department. I think it was an effort to place responsi- 
bility and authority in one office. 

I do think, however, we should watch out that the wording of any 
law enacted is not such as to authorize the Secretary to set aside specific 
laws of Congress or to take the funds appropriated for one purpose 
and utilize them for some entirely different purpose. 

Now, Secretary Brannan said he had no intention of interfering 
with the work of the REA. U ndoubtedly under his administration 
it would be carried on as it has been carried on very successfully. 

We want to be sure, however, that the wording was not such as 
would permit some future Secretary to transfer the REA to a subor- 
dinate position in some other agency of the Department. Not being 
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a lawyer, 1 am somewhat handicapped in determining what the lan- 
guage should be. 

The Cuarrman. My own thinking was that this bill intended the 
Congress to legislate the basic reorganization, the basic structure of 
the Department of Agriculture, and then it was up to the Secretary 
to do any other organization beyond that, but not to change the basic 
structure as set out in section 6 of the bill. That was my thinking in 
trying to interpret the bill to see just what we were doing. 

‘But as I read it I came to the conclusion that probably it would just 
simply resolve itself into the Congress amending this structure and 
delegating the power to the Secretary to set it up in any way he 
wanted to. 

Senator A1rKEN. I have come to the conclusion that it is very difficult 
to find the proper language to carry out what we want to do. 

The Cuamman. I just wish the public could appreciate the prob- 
lems that we have here in trying to accomplish what we want. We 
get so many letters Just saying, “Please hurry and reorganize the De- 
partment of Agriculture. Adopt the Hoover ¢ ‘ommission re port,’ 
and so forth. They have no real concept of the difliculties involved to 
do the job to really help reorganize, rather than to do a complete job 
of disorganization. 

And that is certainly what we do not want. 

All right, Mr. Secretary, you may proceed. 

Secretary BRANNAN. Senator, may I just make this reference with 
some caution about the pressures that are coming on the committee 
from the public. I hope the committee has taken a look at some of the 
material that has gone out to stimulate those kinds of pressures. 

I respectfully say that the people who have issued them do give a 
distorted picture, they do give a picture or an impression which would 

cause a member of the public to be disturbed about it, but a picture 
which is not correct nor accurate. 

Is the committee, for example, familiar with the recent memoran- 
dum that went out from the Citizens’ Committee for the Hoover Re- 
port, entitled, “Monkey Meat in the Corn-Beef Hash”? It is, in my 
opinion, a very undignified kind of a document. 

It says in here, for ex: unple, about the Department : 

Today it is a monstrous bureaucracy spilling madly over the Nation eating up 
the taxpayers’ money, not the least of these taxpayers being the farmer himself. 
And the bureaucrats in Washington will go their merry way with plenty of time 
for the 10 o'clock coffee clatch. 

That is pemniene that we do not have in the Department of Agri- 
culture. I do not know where it is in Government. We do not have 

10 o'clock cotlee period. Our cafeterias are closed from 9 o'clock 
sharp until 11, when the people start going to lunch. 

It goes on to say: 


It is high time we get this monkey meat out of the corn-beef hash. 


I think, Mr. Chairman, that that might account for some of the 
pressures that are on the committee, and I hope the committee will 
weigh the legitimate pressures from those which are stimulated by 
material of that character. 

The CratrmMan. Mr. Secretary, I think the Citizens Committee was 
organized for a good purpose, and I think it had the noblest inten- 
tions of rendering a service to the country by stimulating interest in 
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the Hoover Commission reports and in the reorganization of Gov- 
ernment. 

But I think they have, at times, been very inconsiderate of the Con- 
gress in just simply putting on a drive to have folks “Write your 
Congressman, write your Senator to vote for the Hoover report,” with- 
out informing the people, without trying to enlighten them as to the 
complexities and difficulties there are in trying to reorganize an insti- 
tution as big as the United States Government, the largest institution 
in the world, spending billions upon billions of dollars. 

It is not just as simple as passing a resolution saying “I am against 
sin, period.” You have got to go into these matters and study them 
just as we are trying to study this bill to bring out a product that will 
have some quality in it and will actually bring about greater efliciency 
and economy. 

But if we are just going to be pressured here into rubber-stamping 
any kind of bill that may be laid before us—and I do not mean to 
cast any reflection upon anyone who submits the bill—but I mean, 
if we are going to say, “This is from the Hoover Commission, we will 
just pass it without studying it,” we are going to render a great dis- 
service, I think, not only to departments like yours, but to the people 
and to the taxpayers and to the whole country. 

These things require study in order to turn out a bill that can be 
given proper interpretation in which the will of Congress can be 
expressed, and enable a good Administrator or good Secretary to 
improve the efficiency and economy in his department. 

Senator Moony. Mr. Chairman, I think that is a very constructive 
statement by the chairman, and I should like to ask Mr. Brannan a 
question. 

Secretary Brannan. Yes. 

Senator Moopy. Regarding this document you just quoted from, are 
there other cases of that sort ? 

Secretary Brannan. There are other examples of this kind of ma- 
terial. There is also a letter widely circulated in which my motives 
in having put out or promulgated Memorandum 1278 were very seri- 
ously impugned and the professional integrity of everybody in the 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics was attacked, which indicated that 
if I snapped my fingers they would all reverse their decisions and 
march off in another direction. 

To anybody who knows agricultural economists, I am sure they 
know there is not a more individualistic, hard-headed crowd in the 
world to deal with. 

Senator Moony. From what I know of them as a farmer newspaper- 
man, I believe if you tried to do that they would probably walk out. 

Secretary Brannan. I am sure they would, and every one of them 
could get a job tomorrow as good as he has now. 

Senator Moopy. I think you brought up a point, Mr. Chairman, that. 
the committee ought to give some attention to. The public under- 
standing and attention to this thing is a big problem, and I am won- 
dering whether we should not ask the Secretary to furnish the exam- 
ples he mentioned for the committee, and whether it might not be a 
constructive thing to do to ask the people who are circulating these 
things to come in and substantiate their statements. 
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Senator Arxen. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the Secretary: 
You found none of those choice selected phrases which you have been 
quoting from in the report of the Hoover Commission, did you? 

Secretary Brannan. Of course not; no. 

Senator Moopy. This is quite a different thing. 

Secretary Brannan. There are many names on the list of people who 
have associated themselves with the Citizens Committee for the Hoover 
Report Agricultural Committee who are warm personal friends of 
mine, including some who have been employees in the Department of 
Agriculture, and I am as confident as I am of sitt ing in this room that 
they did not know that that kind of thing was going on. 

And, as a matter of fact, I have talked to some of them, and they 
did not know. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Secretary, at the suggestion of Senator Moody, 
if you will, we shall be glad to have those submitted for the record. 
The committee will also be glad to have you file, for reference, any 
publications such as that that you have, so that we may have the benefit 
of them. 

(See letters dated September 17 and October 1, 1951, and attach- 
ments, at conclusion of Secretary Brannan’s statement.) 

Senator Moopy. With a brief analysis, Mr. Chairman, of the facts 
or otherwise, which are in those publications. 

The Cuarrman,. I want to say again, [ think the Citizens Committee 

had noble intentions. I do not criticise — for their objectives. 
I think at times they have been misguided, or have used the wrong 
approach to some of these problems. 

I believe, as I say, that they intended performing a good and ex- 
cellent service, and maybe it has performed an excellent service. I 
am not criticizing them. 

But these things are just trying to put pressure here to get straight 
action. 

We have 13 bills pending before this committee now, reorganization 
bills, that we are anxious to get to just as we are trying to work on 
this measure. But it simply “takes time and besides this committee 
has a lot of other work in addition to the reorganization bills and 
reorganization program. 

All right, Mr. Secretary, you may continue. 

Secretary Brannan. I would just like to discuss section 6 a little 
further in another light, if I may. 

For example, the proposed Agricultural Resources Conservation 
Service and the proposed Commodity Marketing and Adjustment 
Service would divide between them the programs now administered 
by PMA through farmer committees. This would inevitably mean 
substituting two administrative channels for the effective one now 
existing. 

Furthermore, the establishment of a Regulatory Service would cre- 
ate many more problems that it would solve. Would marketing work 
of a regulatory nature be administered in the Commodity Marketing 
and Adjustment Service, or in the Regulatory Service 4 

Should commodity adjustment efforts of a regulatory nature be 
administered in the ‘Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service 
or in the Regulatory Service. Should meat inspectors be separated 
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from livestock-disease-research specialists in order to group them 
with specialists in how to label insecticides ¢ 

A regulatory service would be made up of many types of specialists 
whose duties were unrelated and who were separated from their 
present close association with employees in the same professional 
fields. 

Regulation of imports of plants or animals bears little similarity 
to regulation of commodity markets, shipment of perishables, or the 
conduct of livestock yards except for the word “regulation.” Estab- 
lishment of a Regulatory Service would have a disruptive rather than 
a unifying effect. 

I could give further reasons for objecting to the terms of section 6, 
but, in general, what I want to point out is not only that this par- 
ticular plan has faults, but that the head of a department should be 
free, as the Hoover Commission recommended, to determine the or- 
ganization and be free from time to time to amend it. 

Secretaries of Agriculture have always been thoroughly aware of 
the interest of the. Congress in any substantial changes in the or- 
ganization of the Department, and have customarily “consulted the 
committees of the Congress before making such changes. I followed 
this custom myself in making the changes ‘last February. 

Section 7 would transfer to the Department of Agriculture the 
Bureau of Land Management, except that part related to mining, 
from the Department of the Interior and the vocational agriculture 
work of the Federal Security Administration. 

Mr. Finan, Assistant Director of the Budget Bureau, has already 
recommended against these interdepartmental transfers. 

With respect to vocational agriculture, I will simply add that the 
Department is now actively cooperating and will continue to cooperate 
in every way we can in the program of vocational agriculture educa- 
tion, so as to achieve the close relationship of education, research, and 
practices which we feel is so important. 

With regard to the proposed transfer of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, Mr. Finan of the Bureau of the Budget referred the other 
day to the difficult problems involved, and to the need for continuing 
study to find the best possible solution. 

Mr. Watts, Chief of the Forest Service, whom you have asked to 
testify, will present some facts consistent with the position of the 
Bureau of the Budget, which we hope will be helpful to the committee 
in its consideration of this organization problem. 

The responsibilities of the Department of Agriculture in forestry 
and grazing are much broader than the administration of the national 
forests. They include both leadership and responsibilities for pro- 
gram administration with respect to all privately owned forest and 
range land which contain the great bulk of the forest and range re- 
sources in this country. 

The Department administers the cooperative. program with the 


States in the protection of private forests from fire, insects, and disease, 


and in the stimulation of reforestation and good forestry practices. 
It has similar functions with respect to private grazing lands. 

All Federal research in forestry and range management is con- 
ducted within the Department. Whether we have in the future an 
abundance or scarcity of products from forests and grazing lands 
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depends chiefly on a coordinated program of conservation for both 
private and public lands. It does seem logical that the major purpose 
these lands serve, rather than ownership, should be of controlling 
importance in considering organization. 

Since grass and trees are plants, their management is of necessity 
directly related to the work of many of the agencies of the Depart- 
ment. Research by Department agencies on plants, animals, insects, 
chemistry, soil erosion, and agricultural economics has a direct bear- 
ing on range and forest management and protection. 

The same is true of many of the operating programs of the Depart- 
ment—soil conservation, flood control, livestock marketing, agricul- 
tural credit, extension, insect and plant disease control operations, 
and so on. 

The Nation’s forest and grazing situation calls for strong leader- 
ship. ‘The Department has always been looked to for that leadership 
and has provided it. 

The Forest Service is a very strong arm of the Department of 
Agriculture and, in fact, of the administrative branch of this Gov- 
ernment. 

Inasmuch as section 7 is the only section involving proposed inter- 
departmental transfers, and in view of the fact that Mr. Watts, the 
Chief of the Forest Service, is here to testify, pursuant to your invita- 
tion, I suggest that we defer discussion of this Bureau of Land Man- 
agement matter until after the testimony of Mr. Watts. 

Senator ArkeNn. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

The Cuatrman. Yes. 

Senator ArkeN. I note your suggestion, Mr. Secretary, that the 
discussion as to the Bureau of Land Management wait until the 
testimony of Mr. Watts. 

Secretary Brannan. I intend to be personally present then, too, 
Senator. 

Senator Arken. You do? 

Secretary Brannan. I do. 

Senator ArkeN. Then I will not ask the question at this time. How- 
ever, you might be interested so the question is this: Do you favor 
the transfer of the Bureau of Land Man: igement to the Department of 
Agriculture? 

I was going to ask that because of the possibility that you might 
be called away when Mr. Watts testifies. 

Secretary Brannan. I have made arrangements to be present, 
Senator. 

Senator Arxen. It could be a very short answer. 

Secretary Brannan. Let me answer it this way—— 

Senator Arken. The Secretary of the Interior was not at all back- 
ward about it. I wondered if you could answer it. 

Secretary Brannan. Senator, I think every physical fact and the 
evidence point in that direction. 

Senator Arken. Well, the last two pages of your testimony point 
in that direction, too, I would say 

Secretary Brannan. Section 8 of the bill would repeal the pro- 
vision of section 32 of the act approved August 24, 1935, which pro- 
vides that an amount of money equal to 30 percent of the customs 











332 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 





receipts shall be available for the removal of agricultural surpluses 
and their utilization through foreign and domestic programs. 

In our report of May 3 on S. 1149, we pointed out that the Congress 
has on two recent occasions reviewed and reaflirmed the policy em- 
bodied in section 32. The Agricultural Act of 1948 authorized ac- 
cumulation of balances up to $300 million, and the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 provided that section 32 should be used primarily for perish- 
able commodities. 

The main point is that the Congress has recently reviewed section 52 
and apparently thinks it should stay on the books. We concluded our 
report of May 3 by saying: 

Section 32 has played an important part in stabilizing the agricultural economy 
by having funds available to meet emergency surplus problems as they arise. 
In our opinion, repeal of this provision would not be in the public interest. 

I should also like to add that this matter does not appear to be 
germane to an organizational study. 

Senator Moopy. How much is involved in that? 

Secretary Brannan. Section 32 funds can accwnulate to $3800 mil- 
lion. I think the sum now accumulated is around $275 million; is 
it not? 

Mr. Wueeter. Yes. This year the amount, 30 percent of the cus- 
toms receipts of 1950, amounted to $159 million. With accumula- 
tions of the past years’ balances, the total amount available is approxi- 
mately that which the Secretary stated. 

Senator Moopy. What are your standards for dispensing that 
money ¢ 

Secretary Brannan. The money is used chiefly for the support or 
stabilization of the price in the market place of perishable commodi- 
ties, and the Congress has so redefined its attitude in that regard. 

It is also the means by which substantial quantities of food are 
channeled into the school-lunch programs, and it is principally used 
in that manner. 

Senator Moopy. In other words, its funds are used primarily to keep 
stability in the agricultural markets of perishable commodities? 

Secretary Brannan. That is correct. 

May I point out, Senator, that in hardly any year have we used the 
total accumulation. ‘That is the reason it is now adding up to $300 
million. Accumulation of past year balances will be cut off at that 
figure. 

Senator Moopy. Is it cut off by law at that figure, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Brannan. $300,000,000. 

Senator Dworsuak. Are any of those funds used in connection 
with the price-support program ¢ 

Secretary BRANNAN. en, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. In what way? 

Secretary Brannan. Some of the perishable commodities which 
the Congress has directed that we support, and I mention specifically 
dairy products, and without specific: ally naming them, the Congress 

has directed us to help stabilize the price for many perishable com- 
modities, 

When we attempt to help stabilize the price by means of the direct 
purchase program, this is one of the funds which we use. The food 
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which we buy normally is distributed then to the school lunch, to 
institutional feeding, and to many like purposes. 

It is also used in stimulating foreign markets. There is no exten- 
sive need for that at the present time, but there have been times when 
a little assistance in introducing an American commodity to a new 
foreign niarket, stimulated a little by subsidizing it by the use of these 
funds, has very substantially redounded to the benefit of American 
agr iculture and our international commerce. 

Senator Dworsuak. A large proportion of the funds have been used 
in the past for distribution of so-called surpluses of agricultural com 
modities abroad; is that true? 

Secretary Brannan. That is right. 

Senator Dworsnak. Selling the product at reduced prices, if not 
actually giving them away? 

Secretary Brannan. Selling them at reduced prices. And it has 
been applied to other than the perishable commodities. There was 
even at one time an encouragement program on certain classes of 
cotton. 

Senator Dworsnax. That is all T have. 

Senator Moopy. How much of that ordinarily goes to the school- 
lunch programs? 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Wheeler, can you give us a figure? 

Mr. Wueeter. The value of the commodities going into school-lunch 
programs under section 32, I believe, has averaged around $30,000,000. 
In fiscal year 1949 it was $21,500,000. In 1950 it was $36,000,000, 
and in 1951 it was about $15,200,000. 

Secretary Brannan. Out of a total annual use of about how much? 

Mr. Wueeter. The school-lunch appropriation of approximately 
$83 million provides aid to States for school lunches in the neighbor- 
hood of $70 million. 

That is, of course, more than matched from sources within the 
States. And then there are also direct purchases of commodities 
under the school-lunch program in the neighborhood of $10 million, 
where those centralized purchases would be more efficient and effec- 
tive on behalf of the program. In addition, commodities donated 
under section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 amounted to 
$20,000,000 last fiseal year 

So, all told, the Federal participation in the school-lunch program 
is over $100 million. 

Senator Moopy. And this $30 million from this fund augments the 
$70 million from the States? 

Mr. Wueeter. Yes. And is, of course, limited to commodities which 
are in local or temporary surplus. 

Senator Moopy. So it provides school lunches and also stabilizes 
the agricultural economy; is that correct ? 

Mr. Wreeter. That is correct. 

Secretary Brannan. Sections 9 and 10 would abolish the present 

Production and Marketing Administration State, county, and com- 
munity committees and create advisory agricultural councils in each 
State and county. 

These provisions, I am convinced, would destroy effective adminis- 
tration of the PMA programs requiring direct dealings with farmers; 
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namely, the conservation program, price support, sugar, and commod- 
ity production and adjustment programs. 

PMA county and community committeemen are farmers elected by 
their neighbors within the county. State PMA committees, comprised 
of three to five farmers who are residents of that State, are appointed 
by the Secretary of Agriculture. They direct and coordinate the work 
of the county committees. 

The State, county, and community committees are charged by legis- 
lation with operating responsibilities. They make recommendations 
for the development of farm programs within legislative authorization. 
Once programs are developed and released to PMA State committees, 
the county committees are charged with responsibility for local admin- 
istration of programs which they helped develop. The community 
committees assist in developing programs and insure that their pur- 
poses and operations are understood by their neighbors. 

As a result of the experience of AAA and PMA since 1933, in ad- 
ministering programs involving direct dealings with farmers, we are 
firmly convinced that Federal “employees cannot be as successful in 
coping with the problems incident to the administration of these pro- 
grams as can committees of farmers. Farmer committees not only pro- 
vide a method of incorporating farmer thinking in the planning of 
programs, but also make it possible to carry out, through democratic 
processes, actions which necessarily involve some measure of control. 

When it is necessary, for example, to institute acreage allotments 
and marketing quotas, it has been found that these adjustments are 
more acceptable to the farmers when applied by a committee of their 
neighbors who must live under the same rules themselves. The farmer 
has a direct means of correcting any unfair or arbitrary administra- 
tion of the program, since he can express his disapproval at the next 
county election. 

Another important factor in. administering these programs is the 
fact that a committee of farmers, living in the county and represent- 
ing other farmers of the county, are less likely to submit to pressures 
and are more likely, through their collective experience and judgment, 
to deal fairly in making allotments of acreages or allocations of pro- 
gram funds than would a single individual appointed for the purpose, 
even though such individual had the benefit of advice of an elected 
farmer advisory committee. 

Administration of PMA’s local programs by Federal employees 
would result in a substantial increase in cost. It would run counter 
to the pursuit of economy and efficiency to which this hearing is 
devoted. 

Because I regard the principle of farmer administration as the key- 
stone in the success of the programs they administer and as a demo- 
cratic principle of the greatest importance, I am strongly opposed to 
the abolition of the PMA committees. 

In order to correct a widespread misunderstanding, I should like 
to point out that we have only three important groups of local farmer 
committees: The PMA committees, the committees which advise and 
assist the Farmers Home Administration in making and administer- 
ing loans, and the committees which advise the Forest Service. There 
is no overlapping or duplication of functions among these committees. 
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Senator Moopy. I take it from your statement, Mr. Secretary, your 
interest is in having the farmers themselves run this program as far 
us possible; is that Tight q 

Secretary Brannan. That is right, Senator. We believe not only 
that that is the most effective and efficient way to do it, but we are 
convinced that it is by far the cheapest way of operating that could 
be developed. 

I do not think the Government or anybody, any operation in this 
country, gets as much for dollars spent as it does out of the county and 
community committeemen of this country. 

Senator Moopy. In other words, instead of setting up a sprawling 
organization you are trying to keep it down, is that the idea ¢ 

Secretary Brannan. Well, that is right. And we are also trying— 
and that is exactly what you have said—to keep from projecting any 
more Federal employees with direct line responsibility into the man 
ugement of those programs at the county level. 

These farmers operate and carry out the programs for the Depart- 
ment, and they do it much more effectively than could a person on a 
civil service list who comes into the county and tries to tell farmers 
this and that. 

We had some very striking cases during the last war, when it be- 
came necessary to distribute a limited number of pieces of farm equip- 
ment, for example, tractors, among a vast number of farmers, all of 
whom had a real, legitimate need, but some of whom had a greater 
need than others, or could get greater production from the instrument. 

I just believe it is as patent as anything could be that if a Federal 
employee selected from the Civil Service register went into the X 
county in your State, or in Kentucky, or anywhere else, and said to the 
farmers, “Now, this is the way this machinery, this little pool, is going 
io be distributed,” that before the week was out he would be run out. 

But a group of farmers elected by their own neighbors in the com- 
munity, they hs ave a tough enough job. They made a few people mad 
before they got through, but at least the problem was settled and 
everybody felt as though reasonable equity was being done. 

Senator Moopy. There were local farmers, local people, and local 
crops. 

Secretary BRANNAN. Yes. 

Senator Unperwoop. Actually, the PMA committees allocate acre- 
age under your reduction programs, and your crop control programs. 
That is the main thing we are concerned with, more than soil conser- 
vation, or anything else, is it not / 

Secretary Brannan. That is right, Senator Underwood. And 
you can imagine the trouble the civ il-service e mployee would get into 
if he came into some of the counties in your State and started to allo- 

cate acreage. 

Senator Unperwoop. I am sure you know that I am familiar with it. 

Secretary BRANNAN. I am sure you are, Senator. 

Mr. Chairman, I have to say that the idea or the concept of the 
straight line authority running right down to where the job must 
be done is, in many framewor ks, a very logical and proper approach. 
But I do say to you that when it comes to m: unaging some of these 
specific types of problems with which the Department. of Agriculture 
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is charged, the best kind of a buffer, the best kind of an approach that 
we can “possibly make to the farmers of the community, is to ask them 
to handle the program. 

We ask them to help set up the production program, to begin with, 
within the framework of national, foreign, and other needs. 

And then we say, “Now, this has been. generally agreed upon, and 
you get your fellow farmers to help on it.” 

I have not included in my statement some of the figures about it, 
but in terms of how much money we spend and how much we get for 
the expenditure of money, I would just like to say to you, or put in 

the record, that the county committeemen, depending upon what 
State they are in, get an average salary of $6 to $10 a day. 

The community committeemen get from $4 to $9 a day. 

Now, the average days per year that a county committeeman is 
paid for returns him $416.34 all over the country, That is a county 
committeeman, and he works an average of 51.4 days a year. 

The average days per year that a community committeeman works 
is 6.8 days per year, and he gets $50.59 per annum. That is his total 
return. 

I would be willing to stake my reputation and anything else on the 
fact that there is hardly a community committeeman in the country 
who does not work a good part of 30 days out of the year carrying out 
the program, and at this time, with the war-type emergency programs 
that we have, he is probably working more than 30 days. 

And the county committeeman is devoting, in many cases, half of his 
year to the jobs which we have assigned them. 

I do not think you can drive through your own community without 
recognizing that those fellows are out there working for much less 
than they should get. 

In many cases when they come into a meeting, they have to employ 
another fellow to go on the farm and do the milking that night, or 
for part of the time, so they actually do not even have a net gain from 
the amounts of money that I have just been reciting. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Scretary, I have raised some question about 
this in the course of the hearings, that we were actually apparently 
paying the farmers to perform a service for themselves. And that 
the committees, since the service was provided by the taxpayers’ 
money, and for the benefit of the farmers primarily, and where they 
acted only in an advisory capacity, should be willing to give that 
service. 

I have raised the question. I have not come to a final conclusion, 
but it is something that should be justified. If we are going to pay 
them for their time to come to these meetings, when ac tually the serv- 
ice is provided by the taxpayers’ money to serve them, to benefit them 
as a group and a class, and agriculture as an industry, the question 
arose in my mind: Should the taxpayers pay them for the time that 
they are actually engaged in serving themselves? 

I raise that point for clarification and for a better understanding of 
it. I have raised it before and I am glad to get your comments about 
it. 


Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, I think the key word that 
perhaps you and T should keep in mind for the moment, is the differ- 
ence between “advisory” functions and actual “administrative” fune- 
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tions. These folks perform many administrative functions. They 
go right out and measure the fields. If anyone thinks that we keep 
county committeemen 51 days a year in meetings, they are quite mis- 
taken, and I am sure you are not mistaken about that. 

Nor do the community committeemen oe 7 days in meetings. I 
would say the county committeemen probably are at meetings with 
State office people probably not to exceed 2 or 3 days throughout the 
year, and the rest of the time they are actually in the field carrying out 
the legislative function which has been delegated to them directly by 
law. 

Yes, they advise, they advise in the formulation of the programs, but 
once the program is formulated they are out administering it very 
effectively. 

The Cuamman. I did not understand that. I thought they just met 
like a school board and discussed things. 

Senator O'Conor. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the Secretary a ques- 
tion? 

The Cuarmran. Yes. 

Senator O’Conor. Mr. Secretary, our experience has certainly been 
such as to back up what you have said. We have observed in Mary- 
land, for example, that a great deal of work is given without it actually 
being charged for, or, rather, a great deal of time is expended over and 
above the amount that you have just used in the computations you 
have made. 

What I would like to ask you about is whether or not you feel the 
estimate made by the Hoover Commission was accurate? In their 
report, as I rec: all, they said the over-all expense would aggregate 
approximately $: 5,000, 000. And I am wondering whether you feel the 
changes which are proposed would really effect economies. 

Secretary Brannan. Does the Hoover Commission re port say that 

$5,000,000 would be saved in the abolishment of these committees ? 

Senator O’Conor. I shall just read to you what they dosay. It says: 

A multitude of county advisory committees of farmers has been created 
and employed by these various activities at a cost exceeding $5 million a year. 
These local committees have been given administrative functions. The Task 
Force on Agricultural Activities believes that the local committees should be 
purely advisory on programs of farm utilization and operation. All admin 
istrative work should be done by Department men or State employees. Our 
task force recommends that only one committee be set up in each county. 

It estimates there an annual cost for the entire Nation need not 
exceed $700,000. 

I was wondering whether you had any views to express in regard 
to that. 

Secretary Brannan. May I answer in this fashion, Senator O’- 
Conor: There are only two committees, agricultural committees in 
the county. The Production and Marketing Administration Commit- 
tee is one; the advisory committee to the Farmers Home Adminis- 
tration county supervisor that advises him on the loans and on the 
moral responsibility of some of the people who are going to borrow. 

The Cuarman. Are they paid, too? 

Secretary Brannan. They are paid a per diem when they attend 
the committee meetings. 
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Mr. Lasseter could probably give us the average that they receive 
over a year. 

Where there is a forested area there . a forestry advisory commit- 
tee which deals with the whole forest are 

There are also—and they are to be distinguished—thys boards of 
supervisors of the soil conservation districts, but that is stric tly a State 
function over which we would have no jurisdiction, and which 1 
have no inclination whatsoever to disturb, because they are working 
very efficiently and effectively. 

I think I should like Mr. Geissler to answer what the operating 
costs of our PMA county community committeemen are, and again 
remind you that they perform many administrative functions. 

Senator O’Conor. I am aware of Se As a matter of fact, I think 
they have done a splendid work. I did not want you to interpret 
what I say as criticism, because, to the contrary, I have a very definite 
knowledge of the very effective and efficient work they have performed. 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Geissler, would you answer that / 

Mr. Geissuer. I think a great deal of misunderstanding arises in 
the failure to recognize that these folks perform administrative work. 
And when you take the three county committeemen which averages 
about $1,200 per county, and add to that the 30 community committee- 
men in the average county with an average of about $50, it would be 
less than the equivalent of one constant ‘Administrative person that 
you could hire in a county office for a yea 

In other words, it would get you up to bet ween two and three thou- 

sand dollars. Yet, these folks inspect bins on which loans are made ; 
these folks measure land; these folks decide the allotments of the vari- 
ous farms out in the country. 

In the case of an all-out production program, such as we have now, 
they are the ones who help decide what the production goals in a 
particular county should be. They also advise the Department and 
make surveys as to farm-machinery needs and processing-equipment 
needs, and transportation, storage needs, and things like that. 

It just so happens that way back in 1933 I was a community com- 
mitteeman myself. And for some several years after that I was a 
county committeeman. And I can testify to the fact that the aver- 
age community committeeman, and the average ¢ ‘ounty committeeman, 
spends many days a year which are not accounted for. Neighbors 
drive on his farm, or he meets them on Main Street. I know in the 
days I was a committeeman my wife would not walk down the street, 
Main Street, with me, because it took me an hour to goa block. Farm- 
ers were stopping me and asking me questions a lot of the time. That 
may be on a Saturday ora Sunday when you are not even charging 
for the day. 

And I think it is real democracy in the operation of a farm program. 

Senator Moopy. I think this is a very interesting part of the testi- 
mony, because a good many people who are critical of the operations 
of the Government talk frequently about the desirability of having 
less bureaucracy and less Federal direction and fewer Federal em- 
ployees, and so on. 

It seems to me that this not only is democracy in action, as you just 
said, but also gets the Government and the farmer a good deal of 
service for a minimum amount of money. 











we 
to 
as 


na 


th 
off 
fa 
fa 


ge 


an 





REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 339 

I would like to ask you, sir, assuming that this is a good program 
and should be administered in the interests of the farmers, what the 
costs would be if you abolished this system and had it administered 
by civil-service employees from Washington. 

Secretary Brannan. Senator Moody, if you assumed that it would 
cost about $3,000 to keep an employee in a county, and I think that 
is a very conservative figure when you think of the salary, retirement, 
his administrative materials, and his office, and a lot of other things 
which he probably would have, and this would not include a stenog- 

rapher for him, or a secretary, or anything else 

Senator Moopy. What would all of that cost? Could you get a man 
competent to do this for $3,000 a year? 

Secretary Brannan. Well, there are 3.000 counties in the United 
States. In other words, it would cost us $9 million, at a minimum com- 
putation, an extremely low minimum computation. It would cost us 
$9 million to keep one man in 3,000 counties, and there are 3,000 agri- 
cultural counties in the United States. 

So that is by way of answer to your question, Senator O’Conor, and 
we were just tr ving to compute it as we were working along here. 

Senator O’Conor. I raised the point because I am well aware of the 
fact that administrative duties are performed by them, and I was just 
wondering whether the transfer of those duties to a single administra- 
tor or to one just assigned to that, would be as economical and maybe 
as good, because the wealth of knowledge on the local level is certainly 
not to be ignored. 

Mr. Getsster. I think there is a point in addition to the financial or 
the comparison of costs, that one person who would be in the county 
office could deal with one community at atime. Here you have the local 
farmers spotted right out in the area where they are available to 
farmers, and they can talk things over over the tele a aeiieis or get to- 
gether in an evening. 

Senator Moopy. And you take advantage of all of their experience 
and knowledge ? 

Mr. Getssuer. Yes. 

Senator Moony. With a minimum amount of money. 

The Crarman. Senator Underwood ¢ 

Senator Unperwoop. As a matter of fact, is not the county agent 
in most of these counties, where they have county agents, doing the 
work with the county committee ? 

Mr. Grisster. He sometimes serves as secretary of the community 
committee, and he is an ex officio member of the county committee by 
law. 

Senator Unnerwoop. Do not the county committees also conduct 
your referendums? 

Mr. Geisster. That is right. 

Senator Unperwoop. And handle the election of the county com- 
mittees ? 

Secretary Brannan. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Unperwoop. And do they not keep all the records? Do they 
not usually have an office in the post office, or some public building like 
that; or the courthouse ? 

Secretary Brannan. That is correct. 
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Senator Unperwoop. Where they confer with the farmers about 
acreage programs ? 

Secretary Brannan. That is correct. 

In other words, when you add up the duties that these men perform 
day in and day out and realize the amount of money that we pay them, 
I do not think anybody in this world is getting a better bargain than 
the United States Government is getting out of the PMA county com- 
mittee system. 

I frankly do not think the job can be done half way as effectively 
by a civil-service employee in the area. 

Senator Moopy. It is particularly hard for me to see how anybody 
who is interested in having a less expensive Government and keeping 
down Federal direction could advocate the abolishment of something 
that seems to me in its very nature is a locally operated and well- 
operated operation. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Secretary, could you submit for the com- 
mittee a statement showing the number of committeemen, PMA com- 
mitteemen and others, under your Department in State, county, and 
community, and the total amount that was paid in Federal funds fo: 
their salary ? 

I do not mean your regular employees, but I mean the commit- 
teemen, and what was paid in the fiscal year 1951, for per diem, 
expenses, and so forth, to these committeemen. I think it would be 
helpful to us. 

Secretary Brannan. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. Here is a proposal that is attractive on the face 
of it. 

Secretary Brannan. Yes, sir; I agree. 

The Cuairman. When we are searching for economies it is attrac- 
tive on the face of it. I may have had a wrong concept of it al- 
together in the beginning. It seemed to me when we have so many 
committees, why not streamline it. It looked that way. It had ap 
peal and was attractive. 

I would like you to submit for the record what this is costing now 
under this system, the moneys that are paid. 

As I said, I did not know they performed administrative duties, 
or I did not have that understanding. I thought they just acted in 
an advisory capacity to meet and counsel with your representatives. 

Give us what it costs in the fiscal year 1951, and then make your 
comments as to what it would cost if we abolished this system and 
substituted another. That would give us something that we can draw 
a comparison on. 

Secretary Brannan. Certainly, we will do that, Mr. Chairman. 

And may I just give notice now that the $9 million figure which we 
have worked up very quickly will be much less than the figure we will 

‘bring you. 

The CuHarrman. We will not hold you to that. 

Senator Moopy. You will have the actual figure. 

Secretary Brannan. If we take, for example, the minimum salary 
of the county agent as our base to start from, the figure will be a 
much larger one than this one I just gave. 





Se 
and 
wha’ 
e 
man 
420, 

Se 

com 
up a 
eala 

Se 
the \ 

ploy 

I y 
ing | 
belie 
as a4r 

La 

se 
them 
dutie 
eal w 

Se 
one 1 
this 
Hum 
but d 
Cong 
Gene 
comn 

An 
that. | 

I h 
is alr 
for p 

Ser 
select 

Sec 
farme 
felloy 

Th 
Dem 

Sec 
tion d 

Th 

Sec 
time « 
ment 
oress) 


In 


F under 


} find t] 


rh 
em, 
han 
On) 


vely 


ody 
ying 
Lng 
ell- 


om 
om- 
and 


fo 


mit- 
lem, 


d be 


face 


rac 
ot 
any 


| ap 
now 


ities, 
“din 
ves, 
your 
and 
draw 


i. 
h we 
. will 


REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 34] 


Senator Moopvy. If you were charged with setting up the system 
and you had to have ‘the money to administer the system, give us 
what you would ask Congress for to establish that system. 

(The information was submitted by Secretary Brannan to Chair- 
ual McClellan, at the hearing on September 18, and appears on p. 
120.) 

Senator DworsHax. Occasionally there is criticism that those county 
committees are used for political purposes. Has the Department set 
up any precautionary safeguards or restraints to limit partisan politi- 
cal activities in such fields ? 

Secretary Brannan. Senator Dworshak, we try to apply to them 
the very same standards that are applied to all of the rest of the em- 
ployees of the Department. 

I would like to say most respectfully to you, sir, that notwithstand- 
ing the discussions that have gone on in the newspapers, I do not 
believe there is political activity among the PMA committee people 
as an incident to their work. 

[ am sure they vote, because they are the farmers of the community. 

Senator DworsHak. Of course, there would be no restrictions on 
them as individual citizens, but I meant insofar as their committee 
duties are concerned, they are not permitted to be utilized in a politi- 
cal way ? 

Secretary Brannan. They are not, and if I might just refer to the 
one more or less public affair which was brought into discussion in 
this context, it was a meeting in St. Paul, last year which Senator 
Humphrey and I addressed, and Senator Thye was invited to address, 
but did not reach there because of the presence of duties here in the 
Congress. As you know, it was very thoroughly investigated by the 
General Accounting Office, and also by Congressman Buchanan’s 
committee in the House. 

And the report was a complete vindication of any attempt to use 
that meeting for political purposes or political activities. 

[ have quotes from the report of the Buchanan committee, but it 
is already in the record of the Congress and I see no particular need 
for putting them in unless the chairman wants it. 

Senator Dworsuax. How would you say the committees are 
selected ? 

Secretary Brannan. They are elected by farmers once a year. The 
farmers of the county elect them, and they are responsible to their 
fellow farmers. 

The Carman. They do not run for election as Republicans and 
Democrats, do they? 

Secretary BRANNAN. No, sir: they are not elected on normal elec- 
tion days, either. 

The Cuarrman, All right. 

Secretary Brannan. Moving on, I should like to comment at this 
time on organization and management matters to which the De ‘part- 
ment wants to give further attention in cooperation with the con- 
gressional committees concerned. 

In general, as I have indicated, I believe that we do not need | 


, undertake a major reorganization of the Department, but, rather, to 


find the means of doing a better job within the framework. 
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First, we plan to continue to perfect the coordination of our con 
servation activities. We are off to a good start, but we will need to 
give continuing thought and attention to working out the details which 
will give us the most effective integration of our conservation work 
and ¢ “apitalize on our experience. 

Second, we are carrying on a study of the organization of our field 
services as a Whole. It may be that some simplification of our field 
structure can be accomplished, together with some improvement in 
the handling of administrative services. 

Another matter I should like to mention relates to the farm credit 
system. 

A very fine pattern of cooperation between the national farm loan 
associations and the production credit associations has been worked 
out in the Springfield and Baltimore districts. Under this arrange 
ment, the same person serves as secretary-treasurer of both asso- 
ciations, and they are both housed in the same office. 

The farmers themselves like this plan very much where it has 
been tried. The Department is encouraging other districts to study 
the same pattern wherever practicable. 

We have made considerable progress in recent years toward develop 
ing closer cooperation between the Department and the various State 
institutions and agencies. Land-grant colleges now participate i: 
developing the Federal conservation programs. The current grass 
lands program was developed jointly by the State colleges and thie 
Department. 

I have a staff member devoting full time, with good results, to th 
mutual interests of the Department and the State departments of ag 
riculture. I am sure we can make further progress in working wit! 
the States. We have good momentum now and intend to keep going. 

As is obvious from what I have said, we are continually studying 
ways of improving our organization and our management practices 
This is no more than any agency conscious of its obligation to serv 
the public would do, but I “wanted the committee to know that wi 
are actively working in many areas in addition to the ones I have me: 
tioned, to bring about improvements in management. 

While these matters are not spectacular, they are of major im 
portance in improving our efficiency and effectiveness and in seeing 
that the public gets the greatest possible return for its tax dollar. 

To sum up my statement, the Department supports those provision 
of the proposed bill which would give the Secretary adequate au 
thority to reorganize and direct the full scope of the Department 
activities. 

It supports also the provision which would give to the Secretar) 
additional help in the form of an Assistant Secretary and an Admin 

istrative Assistant Secretary. Both the additional authority and thy 
additional help are needed in the interests of efficiency and effe: 
tiveness. 

The Department opposes those provisions of the bill which would 
circumscribe the Secretary’s authority to deal effectively with organ: 
ization matters; which would compress the Department into a rigid 
inflexible organizational structure; which would deny program agen. 
cies necessary information activities; which would cut off section 3 
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funds, and which would emasculate the farmer-elected PMA com- 
mittee system. 

Let me reemphasize that the Department at this time is a highly 
efficient and effective organization. It is giving more services with 
proportionately fewer dollars and fewer employees than ever before 
in its history. 

It is an organization with a proud history. But with the help of 
the realistic and practical strengthening that can result from this 
hearing and from continuing study and effort, it will go on to a future 
of even greater service to farmers and the American people. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. We have 
had to run overtime, and I am sure the members of the committee 
would like to ask some further questions. On our schedule here we 
have a number of other witnesses for today, and quite a large number 
for tomorrow, and we cannot continue the session this afternoon, 

1 had hoped to close these hearings tomorrow, but in this situation 
it seems to me that it would be advisable to try to carry out the 
schedule tomorrow and hear those witnesses. Some of them are com 
ing from long distances, as far as from Utah, and I dislike having 
them come and then having to tell them that we cannot hear them 
after they have traveled such a long distance. 

So it has occurred to me, Mr. Secret: iry, that since some members 
already have had to leave. and we will all have to be on the floor. 
I think, this afternoon, that if you could suggest 1 day next week 
that would be convenient for you to come back, in the event the com 
mittee should like to go over some of these matters. I believe it would 
be an accommodation to the committee. 

I would not like to close the hearings tomorrow, but have at least 
one more day where we can hear further testimony from your Depart 
ment, from your representatives here, and if you could suggest 1 
day next week, IT would appreciate it. 

Secretary Brannan. Senator, I certainly will arrange to be avail 
able to the committee next week. I would like to sav. Mr. Chairman. 
that I am very eager that the committee hear Mr. Lyle Watts. 

The CuatrmMan. We do want to hear him, but we cannot today. 

ae Brannan. That is right. , 

‘The ¢ MAIRMAN. So I thought, Mr. Secretary. we would set a cate 
convenient for you and your staff next week, and they could come back. 

You also said you W anted to be present at the testimony of some of 
the men. 

Secretary Brannan. I would like to be present. 

The Cnarrmman. And some members of the committee might want 
to ask you some further questions, and we want to set it at your con- 
venience. We want it to be at a time when it would be convenient 
for you to be present. 

You just suggest a day next week, any day you see fit. 

Secretary Brannan. Would it be convenient if I suggested it later 
on in the day ¢ 

The Cuarrman. Yes, indeed. Just so I know by tomorrow. 

Secretary Brannan. All right, sir. 

The Cuarmman. We will conclude the hearings that have been sched 
uled for tomorrow, and then I can make an announcement as to what 
day we will meet next week, if you will let me know by then. 
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~~ retary Brannan. We will let ay know in the course of an hour. 

{ did say the whole week was open, but Dr. Cardon reminds me we 

have meetings with our Research Advisory Committee on Monday and 
Tuesday, I believe. 

If the committee cares to consider it, if it is any accommodation to 
them, we would be happy to come back up in the evening, or any 
other time. 

The Cuatrman. The trouble is if we try to schedule the hearing for 
an afternoon in advance, we may find that roll calls are interfering, 
and there may be something of importance on the floor that Members 
want to attend, and where ‘they need to be present, and that disrupts 
the whole proceeding. 

I would rather set it for some morning, if I can. 

Secretary Brannan. All right, sir. 

The Cuatrman. And again, Mr. Secretary, personally, and on behalf 
of the committee, I want to thank you. I think you presented a splen- 
did statement, certainly from your point of view, and there is a great 
deal of it that I think I am going to agree with before it is over. 

You have been very helpful. We have been able to clear up some 
things that were problems to me. I know it is the spirit and intent 
of the whole committee to do a good job. 

Thank you very much. 

Secretary Brannan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamrman. The committee is in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon at 12:35 the hearing recessed, to reconvene at 10 a. m. 
Wednesday, September 12, 1951.) 

(United States Department of Agriculture memorandums Nos. 
1278, 1279, and 1280, previously referred to, follow :) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Washington 25, D. C., February 15, 1951 


MEMORANDUM No. 1278—CooRDINATION OF THE DEPARTMENT’S AGRICULTURAL 
RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICES 


To increase administrative effectiveness and economy, and accelerate the rate 
of accomplishment of the ee conservation program; to maintain the 
productive capacity of the Nation’s land resources at a level equal to the de- 
mands of the national security, the rate of population growth, and a continuéd 
rise in American standards of living; to provide an appropriate standard for 
all the Department's soil-conservation activities; to utilize to best advantage the 
great variety of agricultural sciences available in this field; and to provide the 
unified and eoordinated leadership, service, and action needed to meet to the 
fullest possible extent Department of Agriculture responsibilities regarding 
soil, water, range, and forest conservation, the following policies, objectives, and 
administrative assignments are hereby established and effected: 


I. BASIC SOITL-CONSERVATION OBJECTIVE 


The basie physical obective of soil-conservation activities by Department 
agencies shall be the use of each acre of agricultural land within its capabilities 
and the treatment of each acre of agricultural land in accordance with its 
needs for protection and improvement. 
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Il. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICES 


A. Consolidation of county and State offices 


1. In accordance with the objective of the Department to headquarter all USDA 
personnel having county responsibilities in a single office, county office person 
nel of the Soil Conservation Service and of the Production and Marketing Ad 
ministration shall be moved into the same county offices as soon as such 
physical consolidation can be efficiently accomplished. It shall be the policy of 
the Department to invite county agents or representatives of State agricultural 
agencies to locate in such single county offices wherever possible. 

2. The headquarters of all USDA personnel with State-wide responsibilities 
shall be consolidated in a single State office. State office personnel of the Soil 
Conservation Service and of the Production and Marketing Administration shall 
be moved into the same State office as soon as such physical consolidation can 
be efficiently accomplished. 


B. National authorities and responsibilitics 


1. The agricultural resources conservation services of the USDA shall be 
under the supervision and direction of the Assistant Secretary designated f 
this activity. This includes supervision and direction of the Forest Service 
and the Soil Conservation Service, the agricultural conservation program of 
Production and Marketing Administration, and the activities listed below in 
whatever agency of the Department they may be located. In carrying out his 
responsibilities the Assistant Secretary shall utilize as his principal advisers, 
the heads of the agencies authorized to engage in conservation activities 

2. The activities assigned to the supervision and direction of the Assistant 
Secretary shall, among others, include: 

(a) The development of departmental policy with respect to agricultural 
resources conservation ; 

(b) Conservation, utilization, and management of forest, range, soil, and 
water resources including watershed management, irrigation, drainage, and 
disposal of water, flood control, and river basin investigations: 

(c) The acquisition, management, and disposition of lands under the 
jurisdiction of the Department: 

(d) Representing the Department on governmental, quasi-governmenta 
or private boards, committees, commissions, or other bodies relating to these 
responsibilities; 

(e) Encouraging the creation and development of soil-conservation dis 
tricts; 

(f) Executing on behalf of the Secretary, departmental memoranda of 

understanding with boards of supervisors organized under soil-conservation 
district laws and with State soil-conservation committees, or with other 
State or local agencies covering activities related to the work assigned to 
him. 
The Assistant Secretary is authorized and directed to initiate immediately 
and to maintain a continuous survey of the agricultural resources activities 
of the Department and to determine with the Secretary such action, including 
transfers of functions, as may be necessary and appropriate to insure integra- 
tion, effectiveness, and economy of the functions assigned to him 

4. The Assistant Secretary is hereby empowered to delegate the authority 
assigned to him to persons or agencies under his supervision and to authorize 
redelegation. 

5. The land and water resources staff of the Office of the Secretary is hereby 
assigned to the immediate: direction and control of the Assistant Secretary 
lesignated for agricultural resources conservation services. 

6. Under the direction of the Assistant Secretary, the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice, the Forest Service. and the Production and Marketing Administration will 
jointly determine the soil conservation practices to be included in the agricultural 
conservation program, and rates of payment for soil conservation practices, by 
meetings and consultations at the National, State, and county levels All agen- 
cies shall be guided by the Denartment’s basic soil conservation objective. 


9 
» 


C. State-wide duties and responsibilitics 

1. The PMA State Committee, the State conservationist of the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service, and the Forest Service official having jurisdiction of farm forestry 
in the State shall jointly formulate and determine the soil conservation policies 
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and programs for guidance and direction of the Soil Conservation Service, Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration, and Forest Service personnel and opera- 
tions within the State by means of conferences or other means to be initiated 
by the chairman of the State PMA committee. The president of the land-grant 
college within the State shall be invited to designate members of his staff to 
participate also. The State director of Farmers Home Administration shall 
also be invited. 

2. The State PMA committee shall continue to administer the agricultural 
conservation program and to carry out such other duties as are now or may be 
hereafter assigned to it. 

3. The State conservationist of the Soil Conservation Service shall be respon- 
sible for all technical phases of the permanent type of soil conservation work, 
except forestry, undertaken by the Soil Conservation Service and the Production 
and Marketing Administration within a State, and shall carry out his duties 
and responsibilities under the direction of the Chief of the Soil Conservation 
Service but shall coordinate and integrate the performance of this work with 
the /LMA State Committee. 

4. The Forest Service official having jurisdiction of the forestry programs 
within the State shall be responsible to the Chief of the Forest Service, but shall 
integrate and coordinate his work wherever possible with the programs to be 
formulated pursuant to subparagraph C-1 above. 

>. The PMA State comittee and the State conservationist of the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service shall jointly encourage the creation and development of soil con- 
servation districts. 

D. County-wide duties and responsibilities 

1. Within the State-wide programs formulated by officers of the Department 
of Agriculture and others as provided for in paragraph C above, the PMA county 
committee and the local technicians of the Soil Conservation Service shall, work- 
ing with the governing body of the soil conservation district, jointly formulate 
and determine the soil conservation policies and programs by conferences or 
other means to be initiated by the chairman of the county PMA committee. The 
county agent for the county and the county supervisor of Farmers Home Adtmin- 
istration shall be invited to participate in these deliberations. Lf no district or 
districts exist within the county, the PMA county committee shall arrange for 
participation by the Soil Conservation technical assigned to the county. 

2. The PMA county committee shall carry out the duties now assigned to it, 
including the agricultural conservation program, and such other duties as may 
hereafter be assigned to it; but, where agricultural conservation program funds 
are obligated for the performance of permanent type improvements, the PMA 
county Committee shall secure the recommendations of the local Soil Conservation 
Service technician assigned to the soil conseryation district as to the proper per- 
formance of such work, 

3. Technical phases of the permanent type soil Conservation work on the lands 
within a county shall be under the direction of the Soil Conservation Service 
technician assigned to that county, who shall receive program guidance from the 
PMA county committee in consultation and cooperation with the governing 
body of the soil conservation district. 

E, Coordination of forestry activities 

All forestry activities of the Department shall be under the direction and 
control of the Forest Service. To this end the following additional specific 
assignments are made to the Forest Service: 

1. To the extent possible under present law or future amendments thereof, 
the forestry activities of the Soil Conservation Service are hereby placed under 
the direction and control of the Forest Service. The Forest Service, cooperating 
with State forestry agencies, will be responsible for producing and distributing 
forest tree planting stock, developing plans for farm forestry and shelterbelts, 
and assisting landowners in carrying them out. For farms of soil conservation 
district Cooperators, the Soil Conservation Service will continue to recommend, 
as a part of its farm conservation planning, the land te remain in trees, the exist- 
ing wooded areas to be converted to other uses, and where new woodland areas 
should be established by planting. 

2. The Forest Service and the Production and Marketing Administration will 
jointly determine the forestry practices to be included in the agricultural con- 
servation program, and rates of payment for forestry practices. The Forest 
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Service will develop the standards of forestry practices and will be responsible, 
working through PMA State and county committees, for determining compliance 
in application of these standards. Nothing in this paragraph shall be construed 
to alter the existing arrangement whereby the Forest Service administers the 
naval stores program by delegation from the Production and Marketing Adminis- 
tration. 


Ill. GENERAL PROVISIONS 


A. All previous memoranda or orders, or parts thereof, which are inconsistent 
with the provisions of this memorandum are superseded; however, regulations, 
procedures, delegations of authority, and similar instruments heretofore issued 
with respect to functions included in this memorandum shall continue in full 
force and effect unless and until withdrawn or superseded pursuant to the 
authority provided in this memorandum. 

B. The provisions of this memorandum shall become effective immediately 


CHARLES F. BRANNAN, Secretary 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURI 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Washington, D. C., February 15, 1951 
MEMORANDUM No, 1279—CoorDINATION OF AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICES 


In order that the Department may increase its capacity to identify appro 
priate problems for research; provide for the fullest utilization of the results 
of research; and, through its research, statistical, and other related services, 
may contribute most to agriculture and the national welfare, the following ad- 
ministrative assignments are hereby effected : 

1. Authority and responsibilities of the Assistant Secretary 

1. The agricultural research and statistical services and related activities of 
the Department shall be under the general supervision and direction of the 
Assistant Secretary designated for this activity. 

2. The Assistant Secretary is authorized and directed to initiate immediately 
and to maintain a continuous survey of the agricultural research activities of 
the Department and to determine with the Secretary such actions, including trans- 
fers of functions, as may be necessary and appropriate to insure integration, 
effectiveness, and economy of the functions assigned to him. 


I. Authority and responsibility of the Administrator of the Agricultural Re- 
search Administration 


1. The Administrator of the Agricultural Research Administration shall be 
responsible for all agricultural research, other than economic, within the De- 
partment and of all cooperative relationships of the Department concerned 
with such agricultural research. 

2. The Administrator of the Agricultural Research Administration shall also 
direct and administer, through such officers of the Department as he shall desig- 
nate, the Office of Experiment Stations and Department activities concerned 
With carrying out the provisions of the Research and Marketing Act of 1946. 

3. The Administrator of the Agricultural Research Administration shall also 
direct and administer, through such officers of the Department as he shall desig- 
nate, the work of the Agricultural Research Administration, including the 
Bureau of Dairy Industry; the Bureau of Animal Industry ; the Bureau of Plant 
Industry, Soils, and Agricultural Engineering; the Bureau of Entomology and 
Plant Quarantine; the Bureau of Agricultural and Industrial Chemistry; the 
Bureau of Human Nutrition and Home Economics and the Agricultural Research 
Center. 
©. Authority and responsibility of the Chief, Bureau of Agricultural Economics 

The Chief of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics shall be responsible for 
all economic research and statistical activities carried on by the Department 
and for all cooperative relationships of the Department with other economic 
research agencies and efforts. 
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GENERAL PROVISIONS 


A. All previous memoranda or orders, or parts thereof, which are inconsistent 
with the provisions of this memorandum are superseded; however, regulations, 
procedures, delegations of authority, and similar instruments heretofore issued 
with respect to functions included in this memorandum shall continue in ful! 
force and effect unless and until withdrawn or superseded pursuant to thx 
authority provided in this memorandum. 

B. The provisions of this memorandum shall become effective immediate} 


CHARLES F, BRANNAN, Secretary. 


Unirep STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Washington, D. C., February 16, 1951 


MEMORANDUM NO. 1280—REORIENTATION OF DEPARTMENT AGENCIES FOR 
AGRICULTURAL MOBILIZATION PURPOSES 


As the defense mobilization objectives of this Government place greater de- 
mands and obligations upon all phases of our economy and in particular upon our 
food and fiber producing resources, it becomes essential to provide for the gearing 
of the knowledge, experience, facilities, and other capacities of the Department of 
Agriculture to the mobilization job and to redirect our policies and programs to 
assure maximum contribution in the most efficient and least costly manner to 
that task. All of the agencies and facilities of the Department can and must 
make a contribution to the mobilization effort. Some of the agencies will be 
more directly, immediately, and intensively concerned with mobilization prob- 
lems than others but each must henceforth give its fullest effort and priority 
attention to the mobilization effort. 

Therefore, until further notice, there is hereby established and created of and 
from the administrative bureaus and agencies of the Department and their 
personnel, the following: 


NATIONAL 


1. There is hereby created the National Agricultural Mobilization Committee 

to be composed of the following officials of this Department: 
The Secretary of Agriculture 
The Under Secretary of Agriculture 
The Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 
Administrator, Agricultural Research Administration 
Administrator, Commodity Exchange Authority 
Director, Extension Service 
Governor, Farm Credit Administration. 
Administrator, Farmers Home Administration 
Manager, Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 
Chief, Forest Service 
Administrator, Production and Marketing Administration 
Administrator, Rural Electrification Administration 
Chief, Soil Conservation Service 
Chief, Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
Director, Office of Foreign Agricultural Relations 
Solicitor 

The Secretary shall be chairman. The Under Secretary shall act as chair- 
man in the absence of the Secretary; and the Assistant Secretary shall act as 
chairman in the absence of the Secretary and Under Secretary. 

Until otherwise determined, such committee shall meet in the office of the 
Secretary at 3 p. m. on Tuesday of each week and at such other times as the 
Secretary may from time to time direct. 

2. There is hereby created an Agricultural Mobilization Policy Board to be 
composed of the membership of the advisory committee created pursuant to 
section 301 of the Research and Marketing Act of 1946 and the advisory com- 
mittee authorized by section 9 (b) of the Commodity Credit Corporation Charter 
Act. The Director of Defense Mobilization, the Administrator of Defense Pro- 
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duction, the Administrator of Economic Stabilization, and the Director of Price 
Stabilization shall be invited by the chairman to become members of the Agri- 
eultural Mobilization Policy Board. Such board shall meet from time to time, at 
the request of the Secretary, to advise concerning mobilization policies and 
operations. 


STATE 


There is hereby created in every State and Territory a State agricultural 
mobilization committee. The membership of the committee shall consist of the 
chief official having State-wide jurisdiction for each agency or bureau of the 
Department of Agriculture, the chief official of the Department having greater 
than State-wide jurisdiction whose principal office is in that State, and the 
members of the State production and marketing administration committee. The 
State director of extension, the director of the State agricultural experiment 
station, the State director of vocational agricultural education and the State 
commissioner, secretary, or director of agriculture for the State shall be invited 
by the chairman of the committee to become members of the committee. 

The chairman of the PMA State committee shall act as chairman of the State 
agricultural mobilization committee, shall call meetings thereof, and report upon 
its operations and activities. 

A brief summary of the committee’s activities shall be prepared in duplicate 
at the end of each week by the chairman and sent to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture as chairman of the National Agricultural Mobilization Committee. Each 
member of the State agricultural mobilization committee shall report to the chief 
or administrator of his bureau or agency concerning his activities on the com- 
mittee through the established administrative channels of his own agency. 


COUNTY 


There is hereby created in each agricultural county of the United States and 
in the Territories a county agricultural mobilization committee. 

The membership of the committee shall consist of the chief official of each 
agency or bureau of the Department of Agriculture having county-wide jurisdic- 
tion for that county and the members of the county PMA committee. The county 
agent and a representative of the vocational agricultural educational teachers 
in the county shall be invited by the chairman of the committee to become mem- 
bers of the committee. 

The chairman of the county PMA committee shall be chairman of the county 
agricultural mobilization committee, shall call meetings thereof, and report upon 
its operations and activities. 

A brief summary of the committee’s activities shall be prepared at the end of 
each week by the chairman and sent to the chairman of the State agricultural 
mobilization committee. Each member of the county agricultural mobilization 
committee shall report to his own superior on the State agricultural mobilization 
committee concerning his activities on the committee through established admin- 
istrative channels of his own agency. 

Arrangements should be made wherever possible to hold county offices of all 
USDA agencies open on Saturday for at least part of the day until further notice. 
This should be accomplished by compensatory time off or leave, and only when 
it is impossible to accomplish this objective by compensatory time arrangements 
should resort to overtime pay be made. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


A. All previous memoranda or orders, or parts thereof, which are inconsistent 
with the provisions of this memorandum are superseded; however, regulations, 
procedures, delegations of authority, and similar instruments heretofore issued 
with respect to functions included in this memorandum shall continue in full 
force and effect unless and until withdrawn or superseded pursuant to the au- 
thority provided in this memorandum. 

B. The USDA State And county councils, which include many of the same 
officials who will be members of the agricultural mobilization committee, may 
continne to function for purposes not directly related to agricultural mobilization. 

©. The provisions of this memorandum shall become effective immediately. 

CHARLES F’. BRANNAN, 
Secretary. 
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(The following letters were subsequently received from Secretary 
srannan regarding literature issued by the Citizens Committee for the 
Hoover Report, referred to in his testimony :) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, , 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, September 17, 1951. 
Hon. Jonn L. McCLe.ian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am enclosing six copies of material issued by the agri 
culture committee of the Citizens Committee for Reorganization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government, which were requested by your Committee during my 
testimony on September 11. I am also enclosing a copy of the exhibit from which 
I read excerpts to your committee at that time. 

We do not have a complete file of the material issued by the Citizens Committee, 
but the other material which has been issued from time to time follows the same 
general style and would probably be of equal interest to your committee. 

Il am taking the liberty of sending a copy of this letter and a copy of each 
exhibit to Senator Moody because of the personal interest he expressed during 
the hearings. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES F. BRANNAN, Secretary. 


CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR THE Hoover Report, 
AGRICULTURAL COMMITTEE, 
Washington 6, D. C., July 23, 1951. 
Memorandum. 
To: The American Farmer and the people he sees. 
Re: Monkey Meat in the Corn-Beef Hash 

Mr Stuart has asked me to send you the enclosed analysis of S. 1149 (H. R 
3684, 3308), a bill to reorganize the United States Department of Agriculture 
as recommended by the Hoover Commission. 

Not so many years ago, the United States Department of Agriculture was a 
closely-knit, hard-driving branch of the Federal Government, working with and 
for the American farmer. 

Today, it is a monstrous bureaucracy, sprawling madly over the Nation, eating. 
up the taxpayers’ money, not the least of these taxpayers being the farmer 
himself. This does not mean that there are no thoughtful, competent men 
and women in the United States Department of Agriculture. There are lots of 
them. Sut it does mean that, until the United States Department of Agriculture 
is reorganized along the lines recommended by the bipartisan Hoover Commis- 
sion, duplication, inefficiency and waste will continue; the farmer, along with 
everybody else, will be the loser; and the bureaucrats in Washington will go 
their merry way with plenty of time for the 10 a. m. “coffee klatch.” 

It’s high time we got this monkey meat out of the corn-beef hash. Your job 
is to tell your Senators and Representatives that you want the Hoover Commis 
sion report on reorganization of the United States Department of Agriculture 
enacted into law this summer. Every letter, every post card, helps.  Reor 
ganization of the United States Department of Agriculture as recommended by 
the Hoover Commission will not take away a single service now being rendered 
to the farmer. [t will simply give him better service at a lower cost. The 
enclosed pamphlet tells the story. 

CHARLES DANA BENNETT 


CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR REORGANIZATION OF THE 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT, 
AGRICULTURAL COMMITTEE, 
Chicago, Ill., March 10, 1950. 

Memorandum. 
To: Members of the National Association of Radio Farm Directors. 
From: Dana Bennett. 
Re: Murder in De Kalb County, III. 

All over this country the overlapping, inefficiency, and duplication in our 
Federal Government are murdering the taxpayers. The report of the Hoover 
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Commission proved this. An article by John Strohm in the March issue of 
Country Gentleman highlights in detail this slaughter of the innocents in De 
Kalb County, Ill. Following are a few choice paragraphs from John’s piece. 1 
have cleared their use on the radio with Bod Reed, editor of Country Gentleman 
Credit would be appreciated. 

“e  * * 6178 men and women were working for the Federal Government in 
De Kalb County, IIL, last year—just to tell farmers what they should do, what 
they can do, and, in some instances, what they cannot do.” 

“These 178 persons put in part or full time and were paid from $8 a day up to 
$5,550 a year. They worked only on the various Federal farm service programs 
inside that one county * * *.” 

“Uncle Sam spent $86,065.60 in tax money to bring their services to the county’s 
2,500 farmers * * *.” 

“*This “free advice” is cost too much, exploded one amazed farmer when 
shown these figures * * *. 

“Farmers get free advice on crop rotation from at least three different Gov- 
ernment agencies, in some instances five, and yet more than 100 De Kalb County 
farmers have put up $40 apiece to hire their own farm-management consult- 
Rea en! ee 


CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR REORGANIZATION OF THE 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT, 
AGRICULTURAL COMMITTEE, 
Washinton 6, D. C., August 24, 1951. 
Memorandum. 
To: Radio Farm Directors and Farm News Broadcasters 
From: Dana Bennett. 
Re: Pike, perch, suckers, and Pygmalion 

We sneaked off for a couple of weeks on our Vermont farms. ID idn’t do very 
well on the pike and perch, but we saw plenty of suckers who were plenty 
sick of being such. 

As far as Pygmalion is concerned, he is definitely in revolt. He is sore, fed 
up and ready to sock somebody in the jaw when taxes and the cost of his self 
created Federal bureaucracy is mentioned. This brings us to the conclusion 
that Joe Public has been, at long last, stirred to his entrails by the stories he has 
read, or heard on the radio, regarding overlapping, duplication, and waste in 
Washington and its affiliates from coast to coast Demand for action to cure 
this creeping cancer is regurgitating in the grass roots. It has been you fellows 
who have done the job. 

Now, in the last week of the contest for the national Oscars, regional awards, 
and honorable mentions there is still a chance to get in a final lick which may 
decide the judges in your favor. Even if you haven't signified your intention 
of submitting material, don’t hesitate to send in an entry. Yours will have just 
as good a chance with the judges as any other. 

Remember you have up to September 15 to mail entries to: Agricultural Com 
mittee, Citizens Committee for the Reorganization of the Executive Brance of 
the Government, 1751 I Street NW., Washington 6, D. C. 

Here’s wishing every one of you luck, and that you caught more pike and 
pickerel on your vacations than TI did. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, October 1, 1951 
Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: I am enclosing several copies of an additional 
memorandum which was circulated by the Citizens Committee for Reorganization 
of the Executive Branch of the Government. This will supplement the material 
already sent pursuant to your request. 

As before, I am sending a copy to Senator Moody, because of his specific 
expression of interest. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES F. BRANNAN, Secretary 
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CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR REORGANIZATION OF THE 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT, 
AGRICULTURAL COMMITTEE, 
Chicago, Ill., February 21, 1951. 
To: Agricultural Editors and Reporters. 
From: Dana Bennett. 
Re: Honorable mentions, awards, Oscar, and a kick in the britches for Uncle Joe. 


Here’s the spinach boiled down to digestible bulk : 

The agricultural committee of the Citizens Committee is offering a national 
Oscar, 6 slick regional awards, and 12 tasty honorable mentions for the best 
articles, editorials, spot paragraphs, or combinations thereof aimed at educating 
the public to the necessity of completing the implementation of the Hoover 
Commission report. 

The race is open to all agricultural editors and reporters. The starting gate 
goes up March 1 and the finish line is June 1. The agricultural committee will 
keep you supplied with background material. 

It might be that a bunch of.spot paragraphs broiled through your publication 
will catch the judges’ eyes. Or maybe a blockbusting article and crackling 
editorial will fry the pork chops. Or perhaps spots and blockbusters combined 
could be the dish. 

So, please fill out the attached entry card and mail it to us today. It involves 
no obligation. You don’t have to send in a box top, facsimile thereof, or even the 
hood off a Rolls Royce to participate. If you decide later for any reason that 
you don’t wish to submit material for the leering eyes of the judges, we'll be sorry, 
but we won’t be mad. 

The judges will be top-level publicists. Material to be submitted: One or 
more articles or editorials, or combination thereof, or four or more spot para- 
graphs, or a combination of article, editorial, and spot paragraph, published in 
one or more issues of your publication which appears in print between March 1 
and June 1, 1951, regardless of date line on your masthead. An outstanding 
world figure will present the awards. 

In addition, bronze plaques will go to the publications represented by the 
winning editors or reporters. 

Whether you write for a national publication, a local weekly, or a house organ 
makes no difference. It’s the story you tell and the way you tell it that counts. 

All of us know that from here on out we've got to save every possible dollar 
and every possible man-hour in the running of our Federal Government. If 
we don't, we'll wake up some dizzy morning to find that we've socked the hell 
out of Joe—while buying ourselves economic catastrophe and a monolithie 
bureaucracy here at home. Everything we can do to finish the job the Hoover 
Commission started will help to save tax dollars and terribly needed manpower. 
It will help to save America from its pet pastime of winning wars and ending in 
depressions. 

Details are attached. 


(Subsequently, the attached letter was received from Dr. Robert L. 
Johnson, chairman of the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report, 
relative to Secretary Brannan’s comments on literature issued by the 
Citizens Committee, and is inserted herewith for the record :) 


CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR THE Hoover Report, 
Philadelphia, Pa., September 17, 1951. 
Hon. JouN McCLetian, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeraR SENATOR: Secretary of Agriculture, Charles F. Brannan, in testifying 
before the Committee on Expenditures on September 11, said that the members 
of the Citizens Committee who have been writing in seeking the enactment of 
S. 1149 have not been informed regarding the content of that measure. He 
also criticized some of our literature as “undignified.” 

It may be that some members of the Citizens Committee, mostly all of whom 
are average citizens, have not made themselves fully conversant with the details 
of S. 1149. If so, the Citizens Committee and its efforts at public education 
can searcely be held at fault. 

The Citizens Committee has sent out between 40,000 and 50,000 copies of 
enclosure A, the attached analysis of S, 1149, with the accompanying memorandum 
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entitled “Monkey Meat in the Corned Beef Hash.”* This analysis was prepared 
for the committee under a personal-service contract by a leading writer in the 
field of national agriculture. It was reviewed by legal counsel for the Citizens 
Committee. It describes in detail S. 1149 and what that bill would do. 

The committee has also sent out to citizens more than 100,000 copies of 
enclosure B, a booklet entitled ‘“‘Here’s How We Can Get Better Farm Services 
at Lower Cost.” The souree material for this booklet is found entirely in the 
Hoover Commission Report on the Department of Agriculture and in the 
accompanying task force report. It is merely a popularized version of those 
reports, prepared for easier reading by a lay audience. 

The one statement in these documents which I would question is the reference 
to “the 10 a. m. ‘coffee klatch.’” It is my understanding that the Department's 
eafeterias are closed at that hour. Some of the individual offices do maintain 
individual percolating equipment, but it can fairly be argued that this in no way 
detracts from the efficiency of these offices. This a. m. closing of caterias and 
other facilities does not prevail in many other Federal oflice buildings, such 
as the Pentagon. Thus the allegation is clearly unfair to the Secretary of 
Agriculture and to his Department. I would like, therefore, to express regret 
at the impression this statement carried. We are delighted to find that this 
particular Department of Government follows this exemplary practice. 

We cannot, of course, guarantee that the hundreds of thousands of citizens, 
who have seen these two publications, have read them. We can, however, 
guarantee the accuracy of both of these documents and the enclosures, with 
the exception of the one statement noted above. For the information of the 
Committee on Expenditures, enclosures A and B are submitted for the record. 

Seas of pamphlets are issued at public expense. These documents, sent cut 
at private expense, represent an effort to bring certain facts to the people. 
They went to average citizens; not to over 100,000 paid part-time employees 
of Government. Since the Citizens Committee does not have access to tax 
funds, it cannot, of course, conduct an educational campaign on the same seale 
as a department of Government. We do the best we can in an effort to spread 
public information and to increase the average citizen’s understanding of his 
Government. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rospert L. JOHNSON. 
(Enclosure A) 


REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE 
HooveR COMMISSION-—AN ANALYSIS OF S. 1149 AND H. R. 3648, 3208, First 
SESSION, E1GHTY-SECOND CONGRESS 


Foreword.—“The great sprawling collection of agencies that serves the 
farmers of the country can be simplified in its operation to the benefit 
not only of the people for whose guidance it was created but to all tax- 
payers of the country as well.”—Former Secretary of Agriculture Clinton 
P. Anderson, now Democratic Senator from New Mexico. 


Activities of the United States Department of Agriculture have a direct bear- 
ing on the everyday lives of all Americans, because food and clothing are essential 
to all of us. USDA was created back in 1862 for the sole purpose of assisting 
and guiding production of food and fiber to feed and clothe the Nation’s grow- 
ing population. Production and utilization of food and fiber are important at 
any time. During a period of war—or a threat of war—they become even more 
vital. 

The soil is the source of America’s economic strength and power. Because more 
Americans are engaged in agriculture than in any other single occupation, it is 
from this source that we derive our greatest purchasing power. It is here, too, 
that we get raw materials to keep the wheels turning, because—except for the 
commercial fisherman—the farmer is the only producer of primary replaceable 
wealth. 

Yet, the Department of Agriculture is seriously hampered in its job of assist- 
ing and guiding agricultural producticn by overlapping and duplication of func- 


*This enclosure appears on p. 350. It was previously submitted at the Chairman’s re- 
quest, by Secretary Brannan 
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tions which cause waste of money and manpower. The natural result is con- 
funsion and inadequate service to the Nation’s farmers. For example: 

USDA expenditures in 1948 were more than 30 times what they were 20 years 
erlier, In the same period, the number of USDA employees increased to 82,000— 
more than four times the 1928 total. Here’s what investigation revealed: In 
one Georgia cotton county, 47 persons employed by 7 separate USDA agencies 
were working with only 1,500 farmers; a Maryland dairy county had 8S USDA 
workers for fewer than 3,400 farmers; in Missouri one farmer received differ- 
ing advice on fertilization from 5 separate USDA agencies. 

Congress sought to eliminate some of the wasteful overlapping and duplication 
in Federal services when it set up the bipartisan Commission on Organization. 
At the request of President Truman, former President Herbert Hoover accepted 
chairmanship of this Commission. One of its most significant jobs was to study 
and make recommendations concerning the Department of Agriculture. 

The Commission did not approach this job in a half-hearted arbitrary manner. 
lt engaged several of the Nation’s outstanding agricultural experts to make a 
study of USDA and submit recommendations for streamlining operations. This 
task force included such widely known experts as Dean H. I’. Rusk, who served 
as Chairman, William H. Martin, William Rhea Blake, Chester C. Davis, D. 
Hloward Doane, John M. Gaus, Frank W. Peck, and William A. Schoenfeld. 

These men spent more than a year making their study and preparing their 
recommendations. They had no ax to grind—they wanted no scalps—-they were 
motivated by a sincere desire to improve the Department’s functions. 

Results of their study have been incorporated into a Senate bill S. 1140 (in 
the House, H. R. 3684, 3308) which has support of both Republican and Demo- 
cratic farm leaders. This measure merits the support of every American who 
is genuinely interested in the welfare of farmers. 

What it provides.—Briefly, the bill calls for reorganization of the Department 
along modern, efficient, and effective functional lines which make it possible for 
USDA to render improved service to farmers at considerably lower cost in 
money and manpower. Significantly, the bill does not call for reduction in 
services provided to farmers. The key to the problem is elimination of over- 
lapping and duplication. In its simplest terms, the bill requires that the Secre- 
iary of Agriculture shall examine—and reexamine from time to time—the organi- 
zational structure and operations of all agencies within USDA, and make such 
changes as will bring about maximum reductions in expenditures consistent with 
eflicient and effective operations. 

To accomplish these aims, the bill specifically calls for: 

1. Regrouping of established USDA agencies into an efficient functional pattern, 
full utilization of the Extension Service by other USDA agencies, and transfer to 
the Secretary of many functions of an agricultural nature now being administered 
by other Federal agencies ; 

». Reorganization of USDA in accordance with sound and efficient administra- 
tive procedure by placing all central office functions into eight administrative 
service groups. First of these—-Staff Service—would be responsible for fiscal, 
personnel, and legal matters, along with management research, supplies, and 
publications. Research Service would be responsible for all basic scientific, 
economic, and social research activities in production and utilization of farm 
commodities: and the Agricultural Consultation Service would handle major 
Federal education and joint Federal-State educational, demonstrational and 
informational activities of USDA. Other service units would be: Agricultural 
Kesources Conservation Service, with major emphasis on Government-owned 
forest and range lands; Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service, to handle 
production programs, price supports and allocation of quotas; a Regulatory 
Service; an Agricultural Credit Service; and a Rural Electrification Service; 

3. Abolishing of all local, county, and State agricultural committees now carry- 
ing on functions of the Department; and establishing, instead, of one agricul- 
tural advisory council in each county and one in each State. County councils 
would be made up of five farmers, elected by their neighbors. State councils 
would be made up of 13 members, 7 elected by chairmen of the county councils 
and 6 ex officio members. These would be: the State secretary of agriculture 
or corresponding officer, the head of the State agricultural experiment station, 
the director of the State extension service, the chairman of the State soil con- 
servation committee, the State supervisor or director of vocational agriculture, 
and the head of the State department of conservation or corresponding officer ; 
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4. Transfer to USDA functions of the Bureau of Land Management, except 
those relating to mining and mineral resources: and functions of the Federal 
Security Agency and the Commissioner of Education pertaining to administra 
tion of the Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act, the Vocational Education 
Act of 1946, and the acts of March 10, 1924, March 3, 1931, and March 18, 1950, 
as they relate to training of agricultural teachers. This includes 57.6 percent 
($206,800) of total funds authorized for administration of all vocational educa 
tion programs, which is in line with established division of funds; 

5. Maximum utilization of State extension, conservation, and forestry services 
and State soil conservation districts in conducting national 
grams ; 

6. A survey by the Secretary of Agriculture to determine if any research sta 
tions can be eliminated, and prohibition against establishing new research 
stations if existing facilities can be used; and 


7. A study by the Budget Bureau of overlapping authorities with respect to 
administration of food and drug regulations by USDA, the Federal Securit 
Agency, and the Federal Trade Commission, with a view toward putting all food 
regulations under USDA and all drug regulations under the Federal Security 
Administration. 

Quick to catch the attention of national farm leaders were the provisions call 
ing for transfer to USDA of the handling of public lands and adininistration 


agricultural pro 


of the vocational agriculture program. Administration of public grazing lands 
by a nonagricultural ageney has been a source of much confusion for many 
years; and it is apparent why any program aimed at training future custodians 


of America’s productive farmland must be strengthened and made more effective 
wherever possible. 

Division of functions between USDA and the Interior Department in perform 
ing certain soil conservation, range, forest, and allied services has resulted in 
wasteful conflicts and overiapping of long standing. Many ranches use both 
national forest pastures and public grazing lands. They must obtain separate 
permits, with different terms and conditions, from both agencies; and their 
grazing programs must be reviewed by both. While this situation would be cor 
rected, the bill would not change basic grazing policies or contributions to local 
governments 

S. 1149 (H. R. 3684, 3308) specifically provides that the units administering 
the vocational agriculture program, along with those administering the Extension 
Service and Soil Conservation Service programs, shall be set up as dutenomous 
units in the Agricultural Consultation Service, and that no sueh unit shall be 
subordinate to any other unit. 

It further provides that: (1) Transfer of functions to USDA shall not be con- 
strued to modify in any manner the conditions under which payments of 50 
percent of the funds appropriated for teacher training under the Smith-Hughes 
Act shall be made to individual States; (2) administration of State vocational 
agricultural programs are to be carried on in accordance with established prac 
tices and through established State and local channels: and (3) no section of the 
bill is intended to change, alter, or abridge the powers of the State boards of 
vocational education in connection with administration of programs of agri 
cultural education. 

These safeguards against subordination of vocational agriculture programs to 
any other phase of USDA activities are ample evidence that the sole intention 
of the bill is to strengthen this valuable program and make it more effective 
One of the primary reasons why American agriculture is the most productive and 
efficient in the world is because our Nation has the most efficient and effective 
system of training its future farmers and of teaching new techniques to estab 
lished farmers through extension-type programs operated through our land 
vrant colleges. 

It is not intended that vocational agriculture should become a part of the Ex 
tension Service. Rather, it is provided that both be centered in the USDA, but 
on the same administrative level and with close teamwork between them. For 
obvious reasons, it is clearly evident that the relationship between vocational 
agriculture and other phases of agriculture are closer than the relationship 
between vocational agriculture and other types of vocational training The 
Department of Agriculture provides a storehouse of technical Know-how which 
constantly is being replenished by its vast program of scientific research. It is 
essential that these facilities be fully utilized in training both today’s farmers 
and those of tomorrow. 
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A CALL To ACTION 


The bills to reorganize the Department of Agriculture (S. 1149 and H. R. 3684, 
3308) are now in the congressional committees listed below. They received wide- 
spread bipartisan sponsorship when originally introduced in the Senate and 
House; and with strong citizen support, chances for enactment are good. 

This support is needed now. You can help farmers get better services at 


lower cost by— 


1, Urging committee chairmen, or Senators and Representatives from 
your own area if they are committee members, to act favorably and promptly 


on the bills; 


2. Expressing your support of this legislation to your own congressional 


delegation ; 


3. Asking every farmer you know to follow your example by writing his 
Senators and Representative, and the committee chairmen ; 
4. Suggesting that farm organizations pass supporting resolutions and 
send copies of them to the congressional delegation and committee chairmen. 
Lets give the farmers a streamlined USDA. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


Chairman John L. McClellan, Arkansas (D.) 


Clyde R. Hoey, North Carolina 
Herbert R. O’Conor, Maryland 
Hubert H. Humphrey, Minnesota 
A. S. Mike Monroney, Oklahoma 
Blair Moody, Michigan 

T. R. Underwood, Kentucky 


Joseph R. McCarthy, Wisconsin 
Karl E. Mundt, South Dakota 
Margaret Chase Smith, Maine 
Andrew F. Schoeppel, Kansas 
Henry C. Dworshak, Idaho 
Richard M. Nixon, California 


HOUSE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 


Chairman Harold D. Cooley, North Carolina (D) 


W. R. Poage, Texas 

George M. Grant, Alabama 

E. C. Gathings, Arkansas 

John L. McMillan, South Carolina 
Thomas G. Abernethy, Mississippi 
Car] Albert, Oklahoma 

Watkins M. Abbitt, Virginia 
James G. Polk, Ohio 

Pat Sutton, Tennessee 

James F. Lind, Pennsylvania 

W. M. (Don) Wheeler, Georgia 
Clark W. Thompson, Texas 

Paul C. Jones, Missouri 

A. S. Herlong, Jr., Florida 

Eugene J. McCarthy, Minnesota 
Harold A. Patten, Arizona 

E. L. Bartlett, Alaska 

A. Fernés-Isern, Puerto Rico 


Clifford R. Hope, Kansas 
August H. Andresen, Minnesota 
Reid F. Murray, Wisconsin 
Edwin Arthur Hall, New York 
William S. Hill, Colorado 
Charles B. Hoeven, lowa 

Sid Simpson, Illinois 

Ernest K. Bramblett, California 
Paul B. Dague, Pennsylvania 
Ralph Harvey, Indiana 
Harold O. Lovre, South Dakota 
Page Belcher, Oklahoma 
Harold C. Ostertag, New York 
Joseph R. Farrington, Hawaii 


(Democrats on left, Republicans on right) 


Address Senators: Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Address Representatives: House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


(Enclosure B) 


Here's How We Can Get Betrer Farm Services at LOWER Cost 


(Recommended by the Hoover report) 


American farmers are keymen in defense and deserve the best possible Federal 
service. Yet the Department of Agriculture is sadly hampered by duplication 
anl waste. The bipartisan Hoover Commission showed the way to efficient 
economical operation. We must get action. 
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HERE’S WHY 

A basic business 
America’s economic strength and stability, in war or peace, depend on full 
farm production. Our people and our industries rely heavily on farm products. 
More Americans work on farms than in any other occupation. 


Farm income 
is the Nation's biggest single source of purchasing power. 


Mushroom growth 


Since 1889, the Department of Agriculture has had responsibility for develop 
ment of our vast farm system. No one denies that USDA has done a big job 
it suffers today from the inevitable effects of mushroom growth 
ment now spends $32 for each $1 spent 20 years ago. In the same period, its 
number of employees has risen from 20,000 to 80,000, not counting over 100,000 
part-time employees. 

This raises two natural questions: 

Is USDA well organized, efficient? 
Can Federal service to the farmer be improved while actually reducing 
the cost of operation? 

No one asked these questions, however, until Congress created the bipartisan 
Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government At 
President Truman's suggestion, former President Herbert Hoover was named 
Chairman. For over 2 years the Commission made a detailed survey of the man 
agement of all major agencies of government, including USDA. It then made 
recommendations to Congress which, if fully adopted, would save $5.5 billion a 
year in the cost of Federal operations while improving Federal set 
citizens. 


But 
The Depart 


vices to all 


Duplication and waste 


The six Democrats and six Republicans of the Hoover Commission appointed a 
research committee, or task force, of leading agricultural exports to study 
the Department of Agriculture. The task force included H. P. Rusk, chairman, 
William H. Martin, Willian Rhea Blake, Chester C. Davis, D. Howard Doane, 
John M. Gaus, Frank W. Peck, and William A. Schoenfeld 

This group made a thorough survey lasting many months. The 
then presented these findings to the Congress : 

Over 20 big agencies report directly to the Secretary of Agriculture causing 
“unnecessary diffusion of authority.” 

The Department is “a loose confederation of independent 
agencies.” 

Some services of USDA are duplicated by other Government departments. 

Farm credit agencies are badly scrambled and “their organization is con- 
trary to sound banking principles.” 

Numerous field staffs at State and county levels cause “duplication and 
often conflicting policies” which “multiply the difficulties of the farmer in 
his relation to the Department.” 


> Commission 


bureaus and 


Farmers pay tares 


Farmers, as taxpayers, have a double stake in streamlining the Department 
of Agriculture and making its operation more economical. 
duplication and waste by USDA in his own locality. 
brought out many specific examples: 

In a typical dairy country in Maryland, 8S agents of USDA serve less than 
3,400 farmers. This figures to 1 agent for every 38 farmers. Similar 
findings showed that this situation prevails from coast to coast. 

It is not at all uncommon to find anywhere from 6 to 11 USDA field offices 
in a single agricultural county. 

A farmer in Missouri received advice on fertilizer from five different 
agencies of USDA. No two of them gave him the same advice. Said the 
Commission: “The farmer was confused and irritated.” 

The bulk of the appropriations of the Soil Conservation Service are admin- 
istered by another agency, the Production and Marketing Administration. 
Conservation payments are often made without respect to a complete plan 
for the farm, or any schedule for completion. In some cases agents of two 


different bureaus have tried to install conservation programs on the same 
farm. 


Any farmer can see 
The Hoover Commission 


SR670 
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The Cooperative Extension Service is being bypassed by other agricultural 
bureaus and services. This works against coordination of effort and adds 
to overlapping and confusion. 

Authority for inspection and regulation of food and farm products is 
seattered through several major Government departments whose rulings 
sometimes overlap and sometimes conflict. 

The “checkerboard” jurisdictional pattern of Federal handling of public 
lands is costly and cumbersome. Cattlemen must sometimes apply to Fed 
eral agencies in three different States to get permission to move their herds 
over public lands in a single State. 














To save $80 millions 

All told, the Hoover Commission experts figured that SSO millions a year could 
be cut from the cost of USDA’s overhead costs alone while actually increasing its 
efficiency. That's a sum well worth saving in itself. More important is the fact 
that, in these times of crisis, not only the farmer but the whole Nation loses when 
too many people are doing the same job. 

“The great sprawling collection of agencies that serves the farmers of the 
country can be simplified in its organization to the benefit not only of the people 
for whose guidance it was created but to all the taxpayers of the country as 
Senator Clinton P. Anderson, former Secretary of Agriculture. 











well.” 






TERE’S HOW 





What to do? 
The Hoover Commission did not recommend any cut whatever in Federal serv- 
ice tothe farmer. It did recommend that: 

1. The Department of Agriculture be reorganized on modern lines and that 
its score of agencies be grouped into eight major services: (1) staff, (2) re- 
search, (3) extension, (4) agricultural resources conservation, (5) Commod- 
ity adjustment, (6) regulatory, (7) agricultural credit, and (S) rural 
electrification. 

2. The organization of the Department be thoroughly overhauled at State 
and county levels. 

3. Department of Agriculture advisory councils comprising elected farm- 
ers from each county be organized to bring USDA back to the farm. 

#. All agency operations be administered by offices based on the States as 














units. 

5. New Federal agricultural research stations should be established only 
where existing Federal-State facilities cannot be developed to fill the need. 

6. Conservation payments to farmers should be restricted to those which 
will bring about complete and balanced conservation programs on the farm. 

7. Regulatory functions relating to food products should be transferred to 
USDA while those relating to other products should be placed under a re- 
organized Drug Bureau in a public health agency. 

S. Major land agencies, particularly the Bureau of Land Management 
of the Interior Department, should be consolidated in the Department of 
Agriculture; water development activities (except local farm supply) should 
be transferred to Interior. 

%. Adjustment programs with respect to commodities and commodity 
groups should be operated on a standby, rather than a permanent basis. 
























HERE'S WHAT YOU CAN DO 





Bills to achieve maximum efficiency and economy in the operation of the United 
States Department of Agriculture are now before the Senate (S. 1149) and the 
House (H. R. 3684, 3308) committees. 

To help strengthen America and insure better services for farmers at lower 








costs: 

1. Inform yourself and others on the Hoover Commission recommen 
dations. 
2. Write Congress your views. 
3. Join the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report. 
For details write to: Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report, 1421 Chestnut 
Street, Philadelphia 2, Pa. 
Use your second vote. 
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REORGANIZATION OF THE 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Below are House and Senate committees considering USDA reorganization 


legislation. 


Write your Congressman or Senator if he is a committee member; if not, write 


the chairmen. They want your views. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


Chairman, John L. McClellan, Arkansas (Democrat) 


Clyde R. Hoey, North Carolina 
Herbert R. O'Conor, Maryland 
Hubert H. Humphrey, Minnesota 
A. S. Mike Monroney, Oklahoma 
Blair Moody, Michigan 


T. R. Underwood, Kentucky 


Joseph R. McCarthy, Wisconsin 
Karl BE. Mundt, South Dakota 
Margaret Chase Smith, Maine 
Andrew F. Schoeppel, Kansas 
Henry C. Dworshak, Idaho 
Richard M. Nixou, California 


(Democrats on left; Republicans on right 


Address Senators, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C 


HOUSE COMMITTEE OF AGRICULTURE 


Chairman, Harold D. Cooley, North Carolina (Democrat) 


W. R. Poage, Texas 

George M. Grant, Alabama 

Kk. C. Gathings, Arkansas 

John L. McMillan, South Carolina 
Thomas G. Abernethy, Mississippi 
Carl Albert, Oklahoma 

Watkins M. Abbitt, Virginia 
James G. Polk, Ohio 

Pat Sutton, Tennessee 

James F. Lind, Pennsylvania 

W. M. (Don) Wheeler, Georgia 
Clark W. Thompson, Texas 

Paul C. Jones, Missouri 

4. S. Herlong, Jr., Florida 

Eugene J. McCarthy, Minnesota 
Harold A. Patten, Arizona 

\. Fernés-Isern, Puerto Rico 

E. L. Bartlett, Alaska 


Clifford R. Hope, Kansas 
August H. Andresen, Minnesota 
Reid F. Murray, Wisconsin 
Edwin Arthur Hall, New York 
William S. Hill, Colorado 
Charles B. Hoeven, Iowa 

Sid Simpson, Illinois 

Ernest K. Bramblett, California 
Paul B. Dague, Pennsylvania 
Ralph Harvey, Indiana 

Harold O. Lovre, South Dakota 
Page Belcher, Oklahoma 

Harold C. Ostertag, New York 
Joseph R. Farrington, Hawaii 


(Democrats on left; Republicans on right) 


Address Representatives: House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
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WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 1951 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMIITEE ON EXPENDITURES IN 
THE Executive DeparTMENTs, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 357, 
Senate Oflice Building, Hon. John L. McClellan (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators McClellan, Underwood, Moody, and Dworshak. 

Also present : Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk: Glenn K. Shriver, 
Miles Scull, Jr., professional staff members; and Ann M. Grickis, 
assistant chief clerk. 

The Cuairman. The committee will come to order, and we will 
resume hearings this morning on 8. 1149. 

Mr. Meyer, will you come forward, please ? 


STATEMENT OF WALTER H. MEYER, HARRIMAN PROFESSOR OF 
FOREST MANAGEMENT, YALE SCHOOL OF FORESTRY, ON BEHALF 
OF THE AMERICAN FORESTRY ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Meyer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarmman. Mr. Meyer, I believe you have a prepared state- 
ment ? 

Mr. Meyer. Mr. Chairman, my name is Walter H. Meyer, professor 
of forest mangement at Yale University. As director of the Amer- 
ican Forestry Association and chairman of its legislative policy com- 
mittee I have been asked by the association to make this statement. 
Before presenting my formal statement I wish you might grant me 
a few moments to state my particular interests and qualifications. 

The Cuarrman. We shall be glad to have you identify yourself for 
the record. 

Mr. Meyer. For the first 12 or 13 years of my professional career 
I was associated with the United States Forest Service and became 
thoroughly acquainted with this organization. The next 15 years 
were spent in teaching, first at the University of Washington, in one 
of our great public domain States, and later at Yale University. 

During my entire teaching career I felt it imperative for my own 
dev elopment and for my effectiveness as a teacher to follow through 
intimately the development of the forestry programs on private opera- 
tions, and I have picked out, and I have taken active part in the 
development of such programs in at least two types of operation, the 
type of operation where there is a large area of Government land 
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plus private land, as for example in the West, and the opposite type 
of operation where it depended entirely on private land. I speak 
particularly of the Crossett Lumber enterprises in southern Arkansas 
with which I have been associated for the last 10 years. 

The Cuamman. Are you now associated with Crossett ¢ 

Mr. Meyer. I still am associated with Crossett. 

The Cirarrman. They are progressive people. 

Mr. Meyer. I think they have one of the best programs in the 
United States. 

The CHarrman. Yes. 

Mr. Meyer. And | think they are a great credit to your State. 

The American Forestry Association was founded in 1875 for the 
express purpose of creating and promoting an interest in forest con- 
servation. The association is a nonprofit and nonpolitical organiza- 
tion and embraces within its membership people from all walks of 
life. It represents no one political group, no one economic stratum 
and no one social set. Its aim is to instigate or promote such public 
activity in conservation as will benefit the Nation at large. Its pre- 
vailing and consistent approach to national forestry problems has been 
to strike at fundamental weaknesses which retarded the development 
of a sound conservation program and in doing so to eliminate from 
its considerations the element of both party and agency politics. 

Parenthetically I might state that this particular approach has 
caused some apprehension among ae group or another, but I think 
over the long run our position has been rather successful. 

The record of the American Forestry Association is impressive. 
Its initial campaign in 1875 was to have the Federal Government set 
aside large areas of forested public domain as national reserves. Suc- 
cess to this effort was attained by the legislative act of 1891 which 
empowered the President to set aside such reserves. The association 
than promoted the placement of these lands under good management. 
The American Forest Congress, called by the association, in 1905 
supported the placement of these reservations in the Department of 
Agriculture which at that time had a well-established forestry bureau. 
Congress effected the transfer in the same year. 

The association's interest soon broadened to cover all forested 1: unds, 
public and private, as attested by the support of the various coopera 
live programs, especially the MeNary-Woodruff Act of 1928 which 
was initially framed in the offices of the association, and later in the 
imple mentation of the forest resource appraisal (1944-46). 

The cost of this appraisal of $225,000 was borne by the association 
through the special solicitation of its membership. At the comple 
tion of the appraisal, the third American Forest Congress was called, 
culminating in the framing of the program for American forestry, 
covering 30 major points. The association is now attempting to 
prosecute this program within the limits of its finances. 

Over the period of years, its interest has gradually broadened from 
one of a fairly restric ted interest in forestry to one covering all phases 
of natural-resource management, particularly forests, soils, waters, 
and wildlife. Time does not permit a complete listing of all the 
accomplishments and the above must serve as a brief reminder of 
the association’s functions, and at the same time to establish a basis 
for our recommendations to follow. 
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1 would like to state at this point that my statement deals almost 
entirely with those phases of Senate bill 1149 that affect forestry and 
conservation interests, and in that way has a somewhat limited appeal 
since it does not cover the bill entirely, it deals, as I say, with the 
conservation phases. F 

For a long time, the association has held consistently that I ederal 
forestry should be contained within the Department of Agriculture 
and still holds to this point of view. If and when a new program is 
launched whereby the coordinated interests of forests, soils, and 
waters are better served by some other organizational department that 
assures full success of the program, the association will study the 
situation anew and will hold the privilege of changing its stand. 

No such proposal is in the legislative calendar at the present time 
and none seems to be in the offing, although one of the task forces of the 
so-called Hoover Commission came out strongly for a new Department 
of Natural Resources. In its final report the Commission, however, 
recommends changes in the present existing departmental structure 
to take care of the situation. 

The several task foree reports of the Hoover Commission all stress 
the extravagance, waste, and duplication of effort, and in using these 
terms I am not using my own words, in the present Federal activities 
concerning forest and range management. They are unanimous in 
insisting that something must be done. Among other things they 
suggest concretely that the functions of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment in the Department of Interior relating to forest and range be 
consolidated with those of the national forests. 

I understand that in previous testimony Mr. Finan for the Budget 
Bureau stated that the Hoover Commission itself was unable to reach 
agreement on the proper solution. However, it is a matter of record 
that the Hoover Commission did reach an agreement by a vote of 9 
to 3 favoring this transfer. 

The final recommendation places this consolidated unit in the De- 
partment of Agriculture. ‘The Commission’s arguments are lucid and 
forceful and point to eliminating waste and duplication. These find, 
ings are further borne out by a study of the Management of Public 
Land Resources, appearing in the March 1951 Yale Law Journal, 
which has already been submitted to your committee as an exhibit 
by a previous witness. 

Some stress in the Commission’s report is laid on the public con- 
fusion that is caused by the conflicting policies and administrations. 
This point may bear further amplification based upon my personal 
experience. For some 15 years I have been intimately connected with 
the development of.a sound forestry program for a fairly large 
Jumbering concern in the Pacific Northwest. 

This company owned a substantial area of forest land, but insufli- 
cient in size to warrant a sustained operation, no matter how inten- 
sively and successfully it prosecuted its own program. Sustained 
yield, as you understand, means not only the perpetuation of forest 
growth but also the perpetuation of the communities and industries 
dependent upon this growth. 

The surrounding timberlands were held under at least seven dif- 
ferent forms of public ownership, namely, two kinds of Federal own- 
ership, one kind of Federal stewardship, three kinds of State owner- 
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ship, and one kind of county ownership. Each ownership type oper- 
ated under a different set of regulations, some of them highly devel- 
oped, others completely undeveloped; some of them well financed, 
others very inadequately financed. 

In many instances my position has been that of an apologist for 
the public agencies, explaining to the private operator why he could 
not count on this or that action, because the public agency involved 
did not have the legislative authority, the personnel, or the funds 
to do the right job, “and ev yen, in some instances, the job the public 
agency recommended. 

The discouragements to do good forestry were continuous and 
serious. For example, one Federal agency openly declared and still 
declares that it does not have the money to do the job it wants to do, 
yet immediately adjacent to it is another Federal agency which has 
the money and personnel, but cannot invade the territory of the 
first agency. 

Still another Federal agency for a long time had no forestry policy 
at all, not a scrap of it, and so the tale goes on. Quite apparently 
the mere control of lands by the Government is of little import in 
itself. The control must be vested in an organization which has the 
interest, the financial support, and the personnel to carry out its ideas. 
Every bit of waste, every duplication served to delay the attainment 
of a good forestry and related conservation program. 

I cannot be too emphatic on this point because my experiences 
have been very revealing. 

More recently the American Forestry Association has reported on 
one example of confusing administration of Government lands in 
particuular reference to the intermingled O. and C. lands and national 
forests in Oregon, and the difficulties presented by this pattern to 
both efficient and effective public and private forest management in 
that area 

I would like to submit as an exhibit a copy of the August 1951 
American Forests, which contains this particular article. 

The CHarrMAN. It may be placed in the file. I do not think it 
is necesary to print it in the record. 

(The material was filed for the information of the committee.) 

Mr. Meyer. In making this statement parenthetically I would like 
to state that the American Association wants to impress the American 
public that forestry and range deserves and needs a dominant posi- 
tion. We want to be assured of that, and we cannot feel assured of 
that by the present wording of the bill. I feel quite sure that Secretary 
Brannan will make suitable provision. We want to be sure that that 
situation will continue in the future forever regardless of change in 
administrative staff. 

We have also urged action by Congress to correct the long disputed 

issue of compensation for public land withdrawals from local tax rolls. 
Some Federal lands make no compensating payments to the States 
or counties. Other classifications pay a fixed proportion of gross 
receipts but in greatly varying amounts. This picture is true of 
the Oregon situation, w ith one Government department repaying 
counties one amount, and another department on an entirely different 
basis, both with income derived from the same type of land. 
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Senate bill 1149, now under study by your committee, incorporates 
the major recommendations of the Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government down to the service level. 
Below this level, further reorganizational activity is left to the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, who shall be guided by the recommendations of 
the report on the Department of Agriculture. 

The bill among other things provides for the transfer of the func- 
tions of the Bureau of Land - Management, except as respects mining 
and mineral resources, to the Department of Agriculture. Unless 
these functions are combined with those of the Forest Service in a 
forest and range service as suggested by the Hoover Commission, the 
major sources of duplication and confusion will not be eliminated. 

‘The American Forestry Association strongly recommends the trans- 
fer provided for in S. 1149. The association expresses concern, how- 
ever, as to the supplemental reorganization to be carried out by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, since the bill contains no assurance that 
some of the current Federal activities will retain the dominant posi- 
tion that they deserve, except through the provision of section 2 (b) 
that the Secretary shall make a special report setting forth in detail 
the extent he deems the purposes of section 2 (a) to have been effectu- 
ated with such draft legislation as he deems necessary to completely 
effectuate such purposes. 

Forests and range seem to be secure as an autonomous unit if the 
Hoover recommendations are followed, although some hesitation may 
be expressed whether the stripping off of research and extension and 
placing them in separate services may be to its best advantage. The 
fate of the Soil Sonservation Services lies in doubt. This organiza- 
tion should be maintained at a highly effective and autonomous level. 

We would like to suggest that a change be made in section 7 (a) (2), 
line 4, page 7, by deleting the words, “and the Soil Conservation 
Service.” We suggest this ch: unge because the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice is a truly service organization rather than an extension organiza- 
tion. 

We further suggest that the following wording be added following 
line 7, page 7: 

The functions of the Bureau of Land Management as transferred shall be 
combined with those of the Forest Service into a forest and range unit, which 
together with the Soil Conservation Service shall be included as autonomous 
units in the Agricultural Resources Conservation Service and none such units 
shall be subordinate to any other of such units.” 

Although in regard to these two major lines of activity, the system 
of State and county advisory committees may not be the best, in gen- 

eral the proposed system of committee organization has great merit. 
Tt j is noted that the bill contemplates no change in the advisory com- 
mittees on grazing and forestry. It is also recognized that the soil 
conservation committees are authorized under State law and, there- 
fore, are not subject to control under this bill. 

Section 10 (e), page 15, of S. 1149, violates the recommendation 
of the Hoover Commission in that members of the county council and 
elected members of the State council shall receive an annual compensa- 
tion. The Commission recommends solely the repayment of out-of- 
pocket expenses. 
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There is considerable merit to this recommendation, since experience 


has shown that the best advisory councils are so financed. They are a 
composed of citizens who have the public interest best in mind and b 
are least affected by political affiliations. We, therefore, recommend . 
that all of section 10 (e) be eliminated except for the last sentence. si 


Finally, the association wishes to emphasize that it intends no 
criticism of the sincerity and ability of the Federal employees in the P 
many services involved. It has been our experience that they are 
devoted to their jobs and do as effective work as they can within the 
limits of the funds and regulations under which they operate. We . 


base our recommendations solely on the premise that the best progress " 
in a national forest, range, and land program is based upon a unity of Mi 
approach, which can be ‘obtained only if the several agencies are com- , 
bined as fully as possible under the most sympathetic and effective fs 
administration. , 
The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Meyer. . 
Senator Underwood ¢ h: 
Senator UNpErwoop. No questions. st 


The CuarrMan. Senator Dworshak ¢ 
Senator Dworsuak. What is your reaction to the proposal to W 
create a Department of Natural Resources ? 


Mr. Meyer. I would like to refer to’the statement I make in my +5 
report that when such a proposal is made we will study it. 1] 
Senator Dworsnak. You have not given it any consideration since fe 
it was suggested by the Hoover Commission 4 ut 
Mr. Meer. I read the report, but I feel that since we have a con- f) 
crete bill before us we should confine ourselves to that, and if and when 
a Department of Natural Resources is proposed we can then take a ti 
definite stand. f) 
The CrarrMan. Thank you, Mr. Meyer. th 
Mr. Meyer. Thank you, gentlemen. of 
The Cuatrman. The Chair wishes to state that we have eight wit- 
nesses scheduled to testify today, and we want to grant each one every C 
opportunity to express his views, but we will have to conclude by about M 
12:30 at the latest. 
Mr. Wilson, will you come forward ¢ 
STATEMENT OF J. B. WILSON, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, os 
NATIONAL WOOL GROWERS ASSOCIATION, ON BEHALF OF THE 
AMERICAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION AND THE i 
NATIONAL WOOL GROWERS ASSOCIATION ; 
in 
Mr. Wixson. Gentlemen of the committee, my name is J. B. Wilson. 
I live at McKinley, Wyo., where I have a farm and some livestock = 
and am secretary of the Wyoming Wool Growers Association. 
Before starting with my reading of the prepared statement which th 
[ am presenting for the American Cattlemen’s Association and the T 
National Wool Growers Association, I want to refer just a moment of 
to some of Secretary Brannan’s testimony yesterday regarding re- ti 
search. 
This is not touched on in our statement with reference to section 7 \ 


of the pending legislation. We have a feeling in the livestock indus- C 
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try that the Bureau of Animal Industry is, if not the best, one of the 
best divisions of the Department of Agriculture. They have done 
a splendid job in preventing disease, in research and better breeding, 
and so on, and we would not want to see that interfered with, except 
of course we would have no objection to seeing their continuing their 
present activities under Dr. Cardon, or whoever might be the Director. 

We hate to see their efforts put in another bureau because after all, 
as I was talking to some fellows this spring, we have a situation with 
sheep seab in the States of Louisiana and Mississippi, which is very 
serious. Many of the employees of the Bureau of Animal Industry 
would not know sheep scab if they saw it—*scabies” is the proper 
term. 

As one of the Division men told me, it took either a gray-headed 
man or a bald-headed man to recognize scab because we have not had 
much of it lately. Because of the special knowledge they have we 
would like to see the research continued in this Division because they 
have done a remarkable job and they have the confidence of the live- 
stock producers throughout the country. 

The American National Cattlemen's Association and the National 
Wool Growers Association are voluntary and erg ae ated organi- 
zations who speak for the livestock industry of this Nation and par- 
ticularly in this instance for the cattle and sheep producers from the 
11 public-land States, where 53.3 percent of the total land area is 
federally owned (and 71 percent of this federally owned land is 
utilized for grazing of livestock) and where a major portion of the 
framework for the production of beef, lamb, and wool originates. 

In view of the above, I should like to confine my remarks at this 
time largely to section 7 of S. 1149, which provides for the transfer 
from the Department of Interior to the Secretary of Agriculture, 
the functions of the Bureau of Land Management, with the exception 
of the mineral functions which are not mentioned in this statement. 

The following resolution was adopted at the Fifty-third Annual 
Convention of the American National Cattlemen’s Association in 
Miami, Fla., on January 7, 1950: 


RESOLUTION No. 4—CONSOLIDATION OF GRAZING ADMINISTRATIONS 


Whereas our present philosophy of government provides Federal regulatory 
control for all publicly owned grazing lands; and 

Whereas the Hoover Commission has recommended simplification and econ- 
omy in government, and consolidation of all grazing administrations under a 
single agency ; and 

Whereas our association has always advocated simplification and economy 
in government: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we endorse the Hoover Commission report and endorse and 
urge the necessity of all possible and practicable Consolidation of Government 
agencies; and be it further 

Resolved, That, if such a consolidation is to accomplish the objectives sought, 
there must be enacted coincidentally therewith Federal legislation providing 
a single uniform system of grazing administration as now exists under the 
Taylor Grazing Act, such legislation to be equitable as between the interests 
of the Government, the users of the land, and the public interest of conserva- 
tion in the proper utilization of the grazing resources. 


In the 1950 platform and program of the National Wool Growers 
Association, at the eighty-fifth annual convention held in Denver, 
Colo., on December 9, 1949, the following was adopted : 
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47. UNIFORM GRAZING ADMINISTRATION 


We endorse and urge the necessity of all possible and practicable consolida- 
tions of Government agencies, including consolidation of the administration 
of all publicly owned grazing lands, whether presently within national forests 
or Federal grazing districts, as recommended by the Hoover Commission. 

However, if such a consolidation is to accomplish the objectives sought, there 
must be enacted coincidentally therewith Federal legislation providing for a 
single uniform system of grazing administration, such legislation to be equita- 
ble as between the Government as landlord and the grazing permittees as 
tenants and the public interest of conservation in the proper utilisation of the 
gr: izing resources concerned. 

You will note that these resolutions of the two livestock organiza- 
tions are very similar and they take the position that we believe there 
should be reorganization, but until there is a definite stated land policy 
we are opposed to the transfer of the Bureau of Land Management to 
the Department of Agriculture. We have taken no position as to 
where the consolidation of administration of Federal land grazing was 
to be placed, whether in one department or the other, but that if such 
consolidation is to accomplish the objectives sought there must be 
enacted coincidentally therewith Federal legislation providing for a 
single uniform system of grazing administration that is fair and 
equitable to all parties concerned, including the public interest of 
conservation in the proper utilization of the grazing resources. 

In other words, until there is a settled Federal land policy adopted 
by the Congress for the administration of Federal land grazing, we 
must nec essarily oppose any change in the present status because con- 
solidation would not result in either financial savings nor would it 
be in our judgment in the public interest. 

Some of the reasons why this is true are herein set forth: 

(1) Uniformity: Federal grazing lands should have uniform treat- 
ment and not be subjected to the diversity of method now practiced 
by the various agencies administering them. For ex xample, the Fed- 
eral lands now administered under the Forest Service in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture are regulated by the bureau without the benefit 
of a basic law covering this activity; the Soil Conservation Service 
operates under a different set of rules and regulations for the adminis- 
tration of lands primarily suitable for grazing. 

Parenthetically, let me state that in my judgment—and I am not 
now representing these associations, but speaking purely in a personal 

capacity—the Soil Conservation Service has done a better job for con- 
servation than any other Federal agency. I say that with consider- 
able knowledge because they have been working on my place, and I 
have spent a lot more money than I thought was justified, but I find 
it has turned out to have been well spent. 

The Bureau of Land Management administers the land under its 
jurisdiction in accordance w ith the procedure laid down by Congress 
in the Taylor Grazing Act. In other words, if consolidation took 
place, similar and adjacent lands would be under different rules and 
regulations, which in many cases would be exactly opposite not only 
as to method of administration but also as to philosophy. 

Another example of the difference between rules is that of the 
charge policy for the use of these lands. Under Forest Service ad- 
ministration the charge for permitted use of their lands is on the 
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basis of the price received for livestock at the central market related 
to a basic fee already established. 

As the price goes up, the grazing fee goes up, and as the price of 
livestock goes down the grazing fee also goes down. In the case of 
the Bureau of Land Management lands, the charge is based on the 
cost of administration. In that, I should state parenthetically that 
the Federal Government made a study—I think they had the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics make a study—and they determined that 
the public -interest share of the cost of administration of the Taylor 
Giri iZINng Act was something over 30 percent. I have forgotten the 
exact figure. 

Congress has not always ap propriated the 30 percent that was de- 
termined to be in the public 1 interest, and not chargeable to the users 
of the Federal range. 

There are other examples of lack of uniformity. Therefore, in or- 
der to have a sound administration of Federal land grazing, it is 
essential to reconcile these differences by placing the administration of 
these lands under a uniform code of procedure. 

(2) Control of privately owned land or water by individu: ils mak- 
ing grazing use of the Federal lands is a prerequisite to the proper 
use of these public lands for grazing. Any modification of this 
standard tends to break down the long-established agricultural land- 

use pattern and, in turn, the economy of most of the regions concerned 
which largely are dependent upon a stable operation of the livestock 
industry. 

(3) The Federal Administrative Procedure Act of 1946—Public 
ews 104, Seventy-ninth Congress—should govern all disputes between 
grazing users of public lands and the administering agencies. Re- 
eardless of the merits or demerits of this bill, we urge that a section 
be added to this bill to the effect that— 

The provsions of the Administrative Procedure Act shall be applicable to all 
agencies having under their jurisdiction the grazing administr: ition of Federal 
lands. 

The reason for that should be quite apparent, we have no appeal 
except in the Department itself which makes the original decision, 
and it does not always work too well. 

On August 16, 1949, the livestock industry dependent upon the 
public range started work on a proposal for a uniform code of pro- 
cedure to provide for the orderly use, improvement, and develop- 
ment of the Federal lands. This work has progressed slowly but 
steadily until today the livestock industry has a proposal which with 
some changes and improvements it expects to be able to submit to an 
appropriate committee in Congress, at least by the time the second 
session of the Eighty-second Congr ess convenes. 

One of the reasons why it has not been pushed to completion more 

rapidly isgbecause we have realized that, with the present emergency 
facing our Nation, our representatives in Congress have a treme ndous 
burden to c arry, and many of them have suggested deferment of suc] 
proposal by us for the present for that reason. 

Therefore, because of the situation with which we are now con- 
fronted, we feel it necessary to oppose the favorable consideration of 
S. 1149, and particularly section 7 thereof, at this time. 
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Now, I have a question, Mr. Chairman, if I may. The lands under 
the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management are governed by 
the provisions of the Taylor Grazing Act, a law enacted by Congress. 
Under this reorganization bill, and assuming that the Bureau of 
Land Management might be transferred to the Department of Agri- 
culture, would the provisions of the Taylor Grazing Act still apply! ¢ 

The Cuaiman. It would so far as this bill is concerned; it does 
not repeal the act. It would simply be a transfer of administration. 
Those lands would have to be administered under that same act. 

Mr. Witson. That would be my interpretation, but 1 wanted to be 
clear on that. 

The Cuarrman. I think that ts correct. 

Mr. Witson. Thank you, sir. 

The Cnamman. Any questions / 

Senator UnpEerRwoop. No questions. 

The CuarrMan. Senator Dworshak ¢ 

Senator Dworsuax. Do I understand you correctly, Mr. Wilson, 
that the livestock operators on the public domain are satisfied with 
the present administration of the Grazing Act / 

Mr. Wuson. If I said that, I did not intend to, Senator Dworshak. 

Senator Dworsuak. What is that ? 

Mr. Wixson. If I said that, I did not intend to say it. I think 
that, generally speaking, they are fairly well satisfied. I think there 
are some things that should be changed, but they are not entirely 
satisfied with either some of their regul: itions under the Taylor Graz- 
ing Act or the administration of the T aylor Grazing Act or the Forest 
Service. 

Senator Dworsnak. What I was particulraly interested in was 
whether you were merely taking this position because of the inappro- 
priate time for action or whether you thought minor corrections 
might be made within the administration of these various agencies so 
that it would not be necessary for over-all legislation. 

Mr. Witson. I would think that we would need over-all legisla- 
tion in any event, Senator Dworshak, because we just do not have 
any over-all legisl: ation. The Taylor Grazing Act is the nearest we 
have. The Forest Service is involved merely in a bill giving them 
authority to regulate grazing. I think we need a settled land ‘policy y. 
We have been working on it for a good many years, but we have never 
gotten it. 

Senator Dworsuak. Are we making much progress toward that 
end ? 

Mr. Witson. We have not been making much progress; no, sir. 
Cangress has not been making much progress. 

Senator Dworsiak. So, you do not think the time is ripe for action 
now ? 

Mr. Witson. Yes: I do. I think this: We have been working on 
that, as stated in this brief which was prepared for me; wé have been 
working on that for about 2 years, and we are still trying to settle 
the differences as between States and between localities in States 
trving to get the sort of legislation that will be satisfactory both from 
the standpoint of the stockman and the conservation standpoint. 

Senator Dworsuak. When do you think you can make such a 
report ¢ 
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Mr. Wixson. I think that can be reported by the 1st of January. 
Senator Dworsuax. That is all. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Witson. Thank you. 
The Cuarman. Mr. Ellis? 








STATEMENT OF CLYDE T. ELLIS, EXECUTIVE MANAGER, NATIONAL 
RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 








Mr. Exuis. Thank you. 
The CuarrmMan. You have a prepared statement, Mr. Ellis? 

Mr. Exuis. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. We have accorded every witness the privilege of 
reading his statement, or if you desire you may comment. In other 
words, you may present it in any way you choose. 

Mr. Exuis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I understand from Mr. 
Shriver that your time is limited. 

The CuairmMan. I mentioned that a moment ago, so that the wit- 
nesses would understand. So far, we have not limited the time to 
anyone, and I do not intend to today; but, just in the interests of 
trying to get this schedule disposed of before we have to go to the 
floor, I mentioned that. 

Mr. Exuis. I think, Mr. Chairman, I can shorten the statement. 

The CuatrmMan. Any part that you do not read will be printed in 
the record. 

Mr. Enis. First, I appreciate your invitation to appear before the 
committee. To identify myself for the record, my name is Clyde T. 
Ellis, and I am executive manager of the National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association, which is a voluntary service association of 
rural electric systems of the country, and 871, I believe, of the operat- 
ing systems in the country are members, representing nearly 3,000,000 
farm families. 

First, I want to say to you that I am a bit embarrassed in this 
respect; that I know that the farm people of this country strongly 
endorse your objectives in holding the hearings on this bill and try- 
ing to enact legislation to streamline the Government. I think there 
is no question about that. 

I feel, however, that they do hope that you will not do some things 
which these bills might do with the Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration. Some provisions of this proposed legislation would alter 
basic legislation pertaining to the rural-electrification program. We 
fee] that one of the reasons the Rural Electrification Administration 
has been so successful has been the fact that it has operated over the 
years rather independently; that it has not been tied down to so much 
red tape as might be found elsewhere in Government or as might exist 
if it were fused more completely with the Department of Agriculture, 
because millions of farms had to be connected; power had to be deliv 
ered to them, quickly, over these last few years. 

REA had to be a dynamic organization; it is a dynamic organiza- 
tion, and to integrate it completely with Agriculture, we feel, would 
tend to destroy that dynamic characteristic that it has had. 

You gentlemen will remember that when the first Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 affecting REA was placed into effect there was objection 
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that REA would not operate as well under Agriculture as independ- 
ently. Actually, gentlemen, I do not think the harm has been very 
great to the program because REA was placed under Agriculture, but 
I think that has been due largely to the attitude of the Secretaries of 
Agriculture since REA has been placed under Agriculture. 

The CuarrMan. Has it remained pretty autonomous ¢ 

Mr. Eutas. Yes; the Secretaries have permitted it to remain pretty 
autonomous, perhaps more than they might have done, but the Secre- 
taries have been friendly to the program, and they have done that. 
That is true now with regard to REA generally. I do not think that 
statement would be quite correct with regard to the Solicitor’s office 
where there have been difficulties because of the fact that the Legal 
Division of Rea was not left with REA. 

In other words, the Legal Division of REA today is under Agricul- 
ture, is under the Solicitor’s office, and is not under the REA Admin- 
istrator and that has tended to slow the program in many instances, 
we feel, and is doing so today. 

The Cuatrrman. How did it slow the program? Is the Solicitor’s 
office overworked and not able to give prompt attention to matters in 
REA? 

Mr. Exits. I think that is one thing, Senator, but we feel that there 
is a lack of coordination, the fact that the boss, who heads up the 
REA legal work, Assistant Solicitor, is not the Administrator of REA, 
It has to go all the way around, many things to do, through other chan- 
nels. In other words, it lost its autonomy, REA lost its autonomy 
insofar as the Solicitor’s section was concerned. 

The CuatrMan. Insofar as legal service is concerned ? 

Mr. Exxis. That is right, insofar as legal service is concerned. 

The Cuarrman. I just wanted to clear that because I know from 
expressions from members of the committee we certainly do not want 
to do anything with REA that would in any way handicap it in carry- 
ing out its functions. 

Mr. Evuis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, we know that you and mem- 
bers of the committee are sineerely interested, and our people are 
grateful to you now and have been in the past for having made the 
program what it is. 

The Cnarrman. As you said in the beginning of your remarks, we 
are all anxious to reorganize Government to make it efficient and 
operate as economically as possible. Of course, the Hoover Commis- 
sion’s recommendations do furnish us a sort of blueprint, but that does 
not mean, and the Congress does not feel, and certainly this committee 
does not feel, that everything the Hoover Commission may have rec- 
ommended or that the majority of its members may have recommended 
should be simply accepted without careful study. I have observed 
when we go to transfer an agency or make changes in it that sometimes 
we think we place it in the right position, but when we pull it up by 
the roots we may injure some other function or service. 

This thing is a perpetual study of how to reorganize Government 
and keep it efficient. Some recommendations made a year ago or 
2 years ago, some other time, may need revision today. 

Mr. Etuis. Yes. 

Particularly we feel that section 5 is rather broad in that it would 
permit the shuffling of all functions and all other officers of the De- 
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partment of Agriculture by the Secretary. We feel that section 5 (c) 
might do some ‘of the same, that it gives the Secretary very broad au- 
thority in reorganizing the functions that are now REA’s by statute. 

We feel that section 5 (d) is very broad in that respect, too. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Ellis, I may state to you that you may have 
in mind the provisions of the original bill.” We have a committee 
print that is actually before this committee and there have been some 
changes made in section 5. However, some of your remarks about 
it are still pertinent because it does have the broad powers that you 
refer to. 

That has raised a very serious question with the chairman, I may 
say. I have expressed myself on it during the course of the hearings. 

Mr. Etxis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ‘We are also concerned about 
section 6 (a) of the original S. 1149, which would make REA one of 
the eight major services of the Department. Now we fear that change 
for two reasons: REA is a term, meaning of course Rural Electri- 
fication Administration, which has become accepted by the American 
people. It identifies the program. It is known on Main Street, it is 
known through the country, known everywhere. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, you see no advantage in changing 
the name? 

Mr. Extis. No. You know back in our State of Arkansas, Senator, 
sometimes when an agency got very unpopular, an agency of State 
government, we ¢ changed its name, abolished it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Most ev ery new administration changes something 
that way. 

Mr. Exuis. Now if REA were an unpopular agency and if there 
were some good reason like that to change it, well and good, but no, 
the term REA is popular, it identifies the agency and everybody knows 
it. We feel that a million dollars of publicity could not buy back 
the loss we would have, we would sustain, if it were changed to RES 

The Cuairman. I object to changing the name as not being reor- 
ganization. You have an established agency functioning and it has 
gained favorable support from the beginning of its creation, and 1] 
cannot see that it serves any purpose to change the name in the name 
of reorganization. 

Mr. Exuis. We fear this section for a second reason, Senator Mc- 
CLELLAN and gentlemen, we fear that the term “service” itself would 
be misunderstood by the people generally. We are very conscious of 
the fact that we, the electric co-ops, are rendering the service, not the 
Department of Agriculture, not the Government. 

REA is a lending agency, simply lending money to these rural 
electric systems. It is not rendering a service direc tly to the farmer 
like your Soil Conservation Service. We fear, therefore, that the 
term “service” would be misunderstood. We have a great deal of 
difficulty now in keeping the people’s minds clear even in commu- 
nities where the co-ops operate, as to where the Government stops 
and the co-operative starts, as to where the Government authority 
stops and the farmers’ authority starts. 

If you call this service Rur al Electrification Service of the United 
States Government we fear that it would tend to further confuse 
the people along that line. 


Or 
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The CHarrman. Before you pass upon the two sections you have 
been discussing, sections 5 and 6, I should like to ask your opinions 
as to their interpretation assuming they should both be enacted into 
law. The Congress in section 6 would by statute group certain serv- 
ices and functions of the Department into eight specific categories. 
Under section 5, however, power is delegated to the Secretary of 
Agriculture to carry out any reorganization that he might deter- 
mine upon. 

Assuming that we enact section 6 and also section 5, could the 
Secretary of Agriculture then, under the powers delegated to him 
under section 5, reorganize or place the Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration under one of the other categories, such as the Agricultural 
Consultation Service or the Agricultural Credit Service? Could we 
make that change after the Congress had enacted the statute? 

Mr. Extis. Well, Mr. Chairman, of course, I obviously would not 
be the best authority. 

The Cuatrman. As an attorney I wanted your opinion. 

Mr. Exits. Yes, sir. This is the way it strikes me—— 

The Cuarrman. I know your ability, and I wanted your opinion. 
It seems to me that if we enact the statute there saying how the 
reorganization shall be set up and then immediately in section 5 
delegate power to the Secretary to change anything we have done 

Mr. Exuts. I would think there could be no question about it. As 
you know, the courts always hold that any language in an act of 
Congress is not to be taken as meaningless. 

The CHamMan. It must be given a literal interpretation. 

Mr. Exuis. That is right. So that the Secretary in the future 
would have authority to further fuse and diffuse the situation. So 
that the Rural Electrification Service might become a nonentity so 
far as title is concerned. 

Right now when our people come in from the States they have to 
chase over many acres trying to find people whom they should see. 
If in the future they must see even more people and try to convince 
those who know nothing about the program or little about the pro- 
gram or whose main interest might be something else that they are 
right on a certain point, we feel that there would be bedlam. This 
could easily happen if the other divisions of REA should be split 
off as the Legal Division has been and shifted elsewhere. 

If it were not an action program it might be different, but REA 
must be an action agency. Well, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that 
is about my statement. 

The Cuarrman. I have been impressed with this, and it has given 
me concern. We should either enact section 6, not necessarily in the 
form that it is, but the Congress should undertake to spell out. most 
of the reorganization, the basic reorganization in the Department, or 
we should do what the Secretary of Agriculture wants us to do, 
simply enact section 5 and give him all the powers to reorganize it in 
his discretion. 

It seems to me that there is an irreconcilable conflict in the two. 

Mr. Exuis. I would think so. 

Mr. Chairman, at the end of the statement I listed the members of 
our executive committee. 
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The Cuarrman. Your entire statement may be printed in the record. 
Mr. Exuis. Thank you very much. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CLYDE T. ELLIs, EXECUTIVE MANAGER, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Gentlemen of the committee, I appreciate your invitation, Mr. Chairman, to 
appear before your committee. 

My name is Clyde T. Ellis. I am executive manager of the National Rural 
Electric Cooperative Association, the national service organization representing 
871 rural electric systems in 42 States and Alaska, which are providing electric 
service to nearly 3,000,000 farm families. 

In appearing before you today to offer testimony relating to 8. 1149, intro- 
duced by Senators Aiken, Benton, Dirksen, Douglas, Duff, Ferguson, Ives, Lodge, 
McCarthy, O’Conor, Saltonstall, Smith of New Jersey, and Taft, I wish to make 
it clear that—although the executive manager of the National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association has general authority from the association and its board 
of directors to appear before committees of the Congress as and when in his 
judgment it is appropriate and consistent with the general policies of the organi- 
zation—I have had no specific instructions to testify on the bill now before you. 

As soon as it was known, however, that I would be offered the opportunity 
to testify at this time on behalf of NRECA, our national executive committee 
was advised and, while not all of its members have responded to our request for 
their attitudes and opinions regarding this proposed legislation, what I say to 
you today will be consistent with the replies that we have had. Having heard 
our people discuss the various proposals of the Hoover Commission, and having 
discussed the matter with them personally on innumerable occasions, | am 
confident that the views which I shall offer here are indicative of the opinions 
of farmers generally throughout the several States who are vitally interested in 
the rural electrification program. 

I believe the farmer-members of rural electric cooperatives throughout the 
country are in accord with the worthy objectives of the Hoover Commission and 
of S. 1149—to attain maximum efficiency and to achieve the greatest possible 
economies in the organization and operation of the executive branch of the 
Federal Government. These farmers appreciate also the commendable aims and 
purposes of this committee in its efforts to provide the farmers of America with 
the best possible service from their Department of Agriculture. 

There are, however, certain provisions of S. 1149 which would affect the organi- 
zation and operation of the Rurai Electrification Administration to the extent 
of altering the basic structure of that agency about which we are apprehensive. 
It is to these provisions that I shall confine my observations. 

There is a strong question as to whether certain provisions of S. 1149, as they 
pertain to REA, would achieve the desired objective—that of enabling REA 
to better serve the public, the farmer-members of rural electric systems of this 
country. We are all familiar with the noteworthy accomplishments made pos- 
sible by the Rural Electrification Administration during the past 15 years. The 
rural electrification program in the United States has commanded the attention 
and admiration of millions of people here and abroad. 

Indeed, the millions of farmers who have benefited, directly and indirectly, 
are grateful to this committee and to a succession of wise and far-sighted 
Congresses for their sponsorship of the rural electrification program. 

The accomplishments of the Rural Electrification Administration can be attrib- 
uted in part, we believe, to the fact that REA has enjoyed a considerable degree 
of independence since its inception both in policy-making and operation. It has 
been dynamic, direct, and effective. REA was first established as an independent 
agency with its Administrator a Presidential appointee with a 10-year tenure of 
office, and its operations and employment practices on a nonpartisan basis. 
These fundamental aspects of the organization of REA were emphasized during 
the 1986 congressional debates on the Rural Electrification Act by those Members 
of the House and Senate, including Senator George Norris, who recognized that 
the tremendous task of providing electric service to millions of farm families 
required the direction of an agency independent in policy, spirit, and operation. 

Reorganization Plan II, effective July 1, 1939, placed REA in the Department 
of Agriculture “under the general direction and supervision of the Secretary of 
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Agriculture.” Experience has shown that this reorganization has not thus far 
materially changed the fundamental character and operation of REA, with the 
exception of the Legal Division. The administration of the rural electrification 
program since the adoption of Reorganization Plan II has continued to be the 
direct responsibility of the Administrator of REA, and not by the Secretary of 
Agriculture or by other officials of the Department. 

There was a vigorous effort in 1944 and 1945 to reestablish REA as an inde- 
pendent agency, and the Senate passed, on May 14, 1945, S. 89, the Rural Electri- 
fication Planning Act of 1945, which would have made it independent again. 
The bill never became law, and the Rural Electrification Administration remained 
in the Department of Agriculture. 

Since the enactment of Reorganization Plan IT in 1939 REA has functioned 
efficiently and effectively as a subordinate agency of the Department of Agri- 
culture, yet still retaining its original character as an independent or semi- 
independent agency as conceived by the Congress. A workable balance has been 
attained between REA and the parent agency, the Department of Agriculture, 
which has enabled REA to effectively do the job for which it was created. This 
effective balance within the Department is due in no small measure to the atti- 
tudes and policies of the recent Secretaries of Agriculture, each of whom has 
allowed REA a relatively free hand without undue interference. 

‘Lhose provisions of S. 1149 which we fear may constitute a threat to the orig- 
inal concept and character of the Rural Electrification Administration and which, 
in our considered opinion, would threaten the fulfillment of the objectives of REA 
are as follows: 

Section 5 (a) provides that “there are héreby transferred to the Secretary of 
Agriculture all functions of all other officers of the Department of Agriculture 
and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Department.” Thus, all 
functions of REA would be under the direct control of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. 

Section 5 (ec) provides that “The Secretary of Agriculture may from time to 
time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate authorizing the perform- 
ance by any other officer, or by any agency or employee, of the Department of 
Agriculture of any function of the Secretary, including any function transferred 
to the Secretary by the provisions of this section: Provided, however, That action 
by the Secretary does not violate the fundamental reorganization set forth in this 
act.”’ 

Section 5 (d) further provides that “The Secretary of Agriculture may from 
time to time effect such transfers within the Department of Agriculture of any 
of the records, property, personnel, and unexpended balances (available or to 
be made available) of appropriations, allocations, and other funds of such 
Department as he may deem necessary in order to carry out the provisions of 
this section.” 

We interpret sections 5 (a) and (d) as authorizing the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture to delegate REA functions to any other agency, officer, or employee of the 
Department designated by the Secretary, and to transfer appropriations accord- 
ingly. 

Section 6 (a) of S. 1149 provides that “The Secretary of Agriculture is author- 
ized and directed to reorganize the Department of Agriculture so that all of 
its operational functions at the seat of the Government will be grouped into the 
following eight major administrative services,” and classifies the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration as the “Rural Electrification Service,” one of the eight 
major administrative services. Our objections to this section are twofold: (1) 
The change in terminology from Rural Electrification Administration (REA) 
to Rural Electrification Service (RES), although it may seem a trifling matter, 
would actually cause REA and the rural electrification program to suffer a 
considerable loss of identity, public acceptance and prestige; and (2) there is 
a strong contention among our people that REA is basically a lending, rather 
than a service, organization. REA’s dealings are with the farmers’ and other 
electric and telephone systems, not with the farmers directly. Already too many 
people understand the farmers’ electric co-op lines to Government lines. The 
term “Rural Electrification Service’ would doubtless be even more misleading. 
Like “Soil Conservation Service,” it would be taken to mean Government service 
directly to the farmers. 

You will recall that the Agricultural Task Force of the Hoover Commission 
maintained that the major function of REA is the administration of loans to 
electric cooperatives, and recommended that REA be included in one of the pro- 
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posed two major divisions of the Agricultural Credit Service. We believe that 
the task force recognition of REA as a lending agency is more in line with its 
true function. 

Although it is not included in the bill now before you (S. 1149), there is a 
provision of S. 1154 (“To establish principles and policies to govern generally 
the management of the executive branch of the Government”) which—considered 
in conjunction with the provisions to which I have referred of S. 1149—would 
threaten even to a greater degree the fundamental character of REA. 

Section 203 (a) provides that “Notwithstanding any provision of law, the (a) 
heads of all subordinate executive agencies, and (b) staff assistants to the heads 
of all principal executive agencies (hereinafter provided for), shall be appointed 
by the head of the principal executive agency concerned.” This provision would 
violate the basic provision of the REA Act which provides that the Administra- 
tor “shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, for a term of 10 years * * *,” 

The farmers of this country who are proud of the record of the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration are justifiably concerned with the possible effects of 
these provisions as proposed in S, 1149 and other bills and as they would affect 
the organization and operation of REA. The future of REA, whose past.accom- 
plishments have been dependent to such a great extent upon their independent 
or semiautonomous status within the Department of Agriculture, would be seri- 
ously affected by the provisions of S. 1149 which, to summarize, would transfer 
all functions of REA from the Administrator of REA to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture; authorize the Secretary to delegate functions of REA to any other 
agency, officer, or employee of the Department of Agriculture, and to make trans- 
fer of appropriations accordingly ; designate RBA as the “Rural Electrification 
Service,” thereby resulting in a loss of identity, public acceptance and prestige 
to REA and to the rural electrification program; and (not included in S. 1149, 
but authorized in S. 1134) provide for appointment of the REA Administrator 
by the Secretary of Agriculture rather than by the President, thereby threaten- 
ing the continuity of administration now enjoyed by the Rural Electrification 
Administration. 

To give you an idea as to the thinking of the elected officers of NRECA on 
this matter, I should like to make a part of the record at this time the comments 
of all of our executive committeemen from whom we have heard, relating to 
the provisions of S. 1149 which I have discussed with you: 

From letter of B. Russell Anderson, Nebraska director on NRECA board, 
NRECA executive committeeman representing Nebraska, Colorado, Kansas, and 
Wyoming, and member of Midwest Electric Membership Corporation, Grant, 
Nebr. : 

“TI feel as though the Rural Electrification Administration is large enough and 
of such vast importance that the administration of same should continue to be 
by the Administrator and not by the Secretary of Agriculture or some other offi- 
cial of that Department. 

“T think it is the duty of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association to 
do everything in our power to keep the Rural Electrification Administration as 
it now is, and under the direct administration of the Administrator and not 
the Secretary of Agriculture.” 

From letter of Jack H. Needy, Missouri director on NRECA board, NRECA 
executive committeeman representing Missouri, Louisiana, Oklahoma, ad Ar- 
kansas, and manager of Co-Mo Electric Cooperative, Tipton, Mo. : 

“We have no reason to believe that any reorganization or changing of the 
present set-up of the Rural Blectrification Administration is necessary. I am 
of the opinion that the Rural Electrification Administration has operated very 
successfully, and I believe it would be very disastrous if the proposed reorgani- 
zation were to take place at this time. 

“This is a very critical time, of course, because of war conditions which are 
causing the scarcity and allocation of materials, and because of the necessity for 
and the efforts being made to set up generating and transmission cooperatives 
to supply, particularly, this area with badly needed low-cost power. We do not 
believe the Administration could function nearly as efficiently under the proposed 
reorganzation plans.” 

Telegram from Paul H. Tidwell, Tennessee director on NRECA board, NRECA 
executive committeeman representing Tennessee, Kentucky, Mississippi, and 
Alabama, and manager of Meriwether-Lewis Electric Cooperative, Centerville, 
Tenn. 
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“REA should be kept independent of Department of Agriculture. The President 
should continue to appoint Administrators on 10-year basis. Let’s streamline 
REA but keep its present identity.” 

Statement of Harold C. Whitman, Illinois director on NRECA board, NRECA 
executive committeeman for region V representing Illinois, lowa, and Wisconsin, 
and director of McDonough Power Cooperative, Macomb, IIL. : 

“The Rural Electrification Administration has accomplished a tremendous task 


in its present form, and I feel has the confidence of practically all of those it has 
serv ed. 


“I would urge that any major change in the present set-up be very seriously 
and carefully considered in order that the completion of the rural electrification 
program may be made as successful as the program has been thus far.” 

From letter of Raymond Huck, Ohio director on NRECA board, NRECA exec- 
utive committeeman for region IV representing Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, and 
West Virginia, and vice president of Washington Electric Cooperative, Marietta, 
Ohio: 

“IT am for economy in our Government but at the same time I am strongly op- 
posed to any change in the status quo of REA. 

“The Hoover Commission may have economy in mind but to me the proposed 
changes would be penny-wise and pound foolish in the case of RBA, especially 
when one considers its record.” 


Walter Harrison, Georgia State director and executive committeeman repre- 
senting the States of South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida: 

“Our State executive committee and our managers yesterday voted unanimously 
to insist that the status quo be maintained insofar as REA’s being placed further 


under the Department of Agriculture is concerned. We don’t want it any further 
under.” 


Clark T. McWhorter, Oklahoma State director and president of the National 
Rural Electric Cooperative Association, Blair, Okla. 

“T am sure that all of our people don’t want the term ‘REA’ changed to ‘RES’ 
and that they want REA to remain just as independent as possible and not 
further fused with the Department of Agriculture.” 

The CHarrman. Are there any questions, Senator Underwood ? 

Senator Unprrwoop. No questions . 

The CHarrMan. Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Ellis you indicated that the Secretaries of 
Agriculture have been very cooperative to the REA program. Surely 
you do not think that in the foreseeable future there is the pos- 
sibility of having any Secretary of Agriculture who would be un- 
friendly to the REA program ? 

Mr. Exxis. May I say it this way, Senator Dworshak, no. I will 
have to answer you in the negative, but I think the degree to which a 
Secretary is willing to permit the agency to operate autonomously 
reflects itself in the efficiency. The Secretaries so far have permit- 
ted it to operate autonomously. There is one other thing that bears 
on that. 

If any of the functions of REA are delegated elsewhere or assumed 
either by the Secretary’s office or some of his assistants, one or two 
times things have come up where it actually followed that rule. We 
know from that little experience it takes a long time to follow the 
way around, to convince people who know nothing about the program 
what the policy ought to be. 

It is that kind of thing that we actually fear most. 

Senator DworsHak. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Mr. Ellis. 

Mr. Exuis. Thank you, gentlemen. 

The Crarrman. Dr. Sussman ? 
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STATEMENT OF OSCAR SUSSMAN, CHIEF, BUREAU OF VETERINARY 
PUBLIC HEALTH OF THE NEW JERSEY STATE DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF VARIOUS ASSOCIATIONS 


Dr. Sussman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuairman. Dr. Sussman, will you identify yourself for the 
record, please, and then proceed. I understand you do not have a pre- 
pared statement ? 

Dr. Sussman. That is right. 

The Cuarmman. That is perfectly all right. You may proceed with 
your views 

Dr. Sussman. Mr. Chairman, I should like permission, after I 
give my views on this particular topic, to insert in the record some 
statements made by a variety of organizations which I represent. 

The Cuarrman. If the statements all reflect the same views, which 
is generally the case, I would suggest that only one be included in 
the record in order to keep the record as brief as is consistent with a 
thorough presentation of the facts. 

(The statement referred to appears at the conclusion of Dr. Suss- 
man’s testimony.) 

Dr. Sussman. My name is Oscar Sussman, and I am chief of the 
bureau of veterinary public health of the New Jersey State Depart- 
ment of Health. I am chairman of the meat and milk hygiene com- 
mitee of the United States Livestock Sanitary Association, and chair- 
man of the public health section of the American Veterinary Medical 
Association. 

I acted as coordinator of several public health, food and drug asso- 
siations in a recent protest concerning the poultry inspection program 
before the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Knox Hutchinson, 
on June 25. 

The organizations represented at this meeting were as follows: The 
Conference of State Sanitary Engineers, the American Public Health 
Association, the Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United 
States, the Conference of Public Health Veterinarians, the United 
States Livestock Sanitary Association, the New Jersey Health Officers 
Association, the city department of health of Jersey City, the State 
and Territorial Health Officers Association of the United States, the 
State Department of Health of Kentucky, the State Department of 
Health of Arkansas, the Illinois State Department of Health, the 
New York City Department of Health, the New York Conference of 
Health Officials and Food and Drug Officials, the Nassau County De- 
partment of Health, the State Department of Health of Colorado, 
the City De ‘partment of Health of Denver, Colo., and the State De- 
partment of Health of Ohio. 

In addition to these representatives I have in my file, Mr. Chairman, 
more than 30 statements by representatives of State departments of 
health throughout the country supporing the general views presented 
at that meeting on June 25. 

With your permission, I should like to put into the minutes a set of 
the statements that were prepared at that time by representatives of 
these organizations when they appeared before Secretary Hutchinson 
because I believe it will be very helpful to the committee in determin- 
ing the actions that it will take with regard to a reorganization of the 
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food inspection and regulatory phases of the Department of Agricul- 
ture and the entire Federal Government. 

These statements are rather concise and do present definite evidence 
of the lack of faith in the integrity of the Production and Marketing 
Administration on the part of these national associations and local 
health groups as previously mentioned. These are not one man’s 
opinion, these are opinions of national groups that have worked with 
the Department of Agriculture over the last 3 years with little achieve- 
ment in the direction of protection for the consumer. 

So with your permission, sir, I would like to have these inserted in 
the record, if I may. 

The Cuarrman. I believe the one general statement to which I re- 
ferred a few moments ago would reflect the position taken in the addi- 
tional statements, would it not? The others may be placed on file 
with the committee. 

Dr. Sussman. The main problem, then, that confronts us, as I see it, 
is that consumers of poultry presently are being misled and in fact 
deceived by the inspection and grading procedures as practiced today 
by the Department of Agriculture, and, in particular, the Production 
and Marketing Administration. 

I have, therefore, asked your permission to tell our story because 
I believe it indicates a basic weakness in the organizational structure 
of the Department of Agriculture and that, therefore, the comments 
are pertinent to these hearings. 

In order for you to understand this problem I believe it necessary 
to describe briefly the organizations and operations involved in the 
inspection and grading of poultry. The Production and Marketing 
Administration has a Poultry Branch which has a section responsible 


for the inspection of poultry and another section responsible for the 
grading of poultry. 

The inspectors are technicians trained to examine poultry to detect 
evidence of diseases or insanitary condition which would make the 
product unfit for human consumption. The inspectors are Federal 
employees, and when poultry has been found free of disease or other 
unwholesome conditions a Federal apenas stamp is applied which 


reads, “Inspected for wholesomeness 
culture.” 

The grading section also examines poultry but is not trained to 
detect disease and is concerned primarily with the comparative equal- 
ity of a product strictly from a marketing standpoint. In other 
words, if a chicken has the proper color, the proper amount of fat, 
and is otherwise equal to the grading standards which have been set 
up, it will be passed as “U.S. graded” and have a United States grade 
legend attached to it. 

Unlike beef, pork, and other meat products which are required 
under the Federal Meat Inspection Act to be inspected by Federal in- 
spectors if they enter into interstate commerce, poultry may or may 
not be inspected for wholesomeness, depending on whether the poultry 
processor requests that his products be inspected. The grading serv- 
ice is also voluntary. This means that a poultry processor or packer 
may have his products inspected and graded, may have them inspected 
only, or he may have them graded without being inspected. 
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This means that a housewife may buy a chicken which has a stamp 
on it reading “U. S. grade A” which has never been inspected for dis- 
ease or unwholesome condition. There is evidence that many con- 
sumers do not understand this. They tend to assume that the United 
States Department of Agriculture would not put any kind of ap- 
proval stamp on a food product that was not fit to eat. 

It is this condition which I and my associates have been trying 
to correct for the past 3 years by bringing it to the attention of the 
responsible officials of the Department. of Agriculture in every way 
that we can. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I was very interested in Mr. Ellis’ statement 
about the typical type of run-around that a citizen might get when 
he was trying to find out who would hear his story. 

I was one of the citizens who came to the Department of Agricul- 
ture, and I might tell you that for 3 years I have attempted to get 
an answer from some responsible official at the top level of organi- 
zation and have been completely unsuccessful, 

On June 25 the organizations that I read to you before made a 
strong protests to Mr. Knox Hutchinson. (See remarks of Mr. Alfred 
H. Fletcher made before Secretary Knox Hutchinson, June 25, 1951. 
See p. 386.) To date we have received no reply from our request. Our 
request primarily was to indicate that we felt the consumer should be 
protected, and that an agency that was putting a Government legend 
on a product should put the legend on with the understanding that the 
consumer was not going to be misled. (See remarks of Mrs. Sarah 
Vance Dugan made before Secretar y Knox Hutchinson, June 25, 1951, 
on file with the committee.) 

And in this we have not even had the courtesy of a reply on the 
June 25 meeting. There were a group of people of at least 20 that 
came down to Washington for that. We finally got the hearing, but 
we have not heard the results yet of what they think of our opinions. 
and this is an opinion which is w idespread throughout the food, drug, 
and health officials of the United States. 

The CnarrmMan. Do I understand that the problem is that a chicken 
may be inspected and stamped by the inspector as “grade A” by the 
Government and that inspection simply means that it measures up 
as to size and weight and color, possibly ? 

Dr. Sussman. That is right, sir. 

The CHatrmMan. But it does not assure the consumer that -it has 
been inspected for wholesomeness ? 

Dr. Sussman. That is right, sir. 

The Cramman. Then that is what is misleading to the average 
consumer and housewife who goes to the market and sees that stamp 
onthere. She assumes that this product is not only standard in weight, 
size, and color, but also standard in wholesomeness. 

Dr. Sussman. That is right, sir. 

The Cuairnman. And she is being misled because the chicken might 
not have been inspected for health conditions. 

Dr. SussMANn. That is it exactly. 

The Cnatrman. Well, I would like to see that corrected, but I do 
not know that we need to spell it out in a reorganization act. 

It seems to me that is simply a matter of administration and should 
be corrected by administrative procedure. 
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Dr. Sussman. Well, we take the viewpoint that administrative pro- 
cedure in the Department of Agriculture, as in other areas, is depend- 
ent upon intent and concept—both apparently lacking in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture’s Production and Marketing Administration with 
respect to public health and the consuming public. 

May I just read from a little article here entitled “Progress in 
Arkansas.” This is from the Butcher Workman of August 1951. It 
states this: 

One of the most modern and sanitary plants in the country is the C. A. Swan- 
son & Sons plant at Fayetteville. Here and at a number of the other plants in 
the area Federal inspectors are on duty every minute that poultry is being 
processed. Each bird passes under the watchful eye of a trained inspector, and 
any that do not meet Federal specifications are condemned. 

The federally inspected plants operate under a rigid set of regulations. All 
employees working on the lines or coming into contact with the poultry are 

required to wear clean white smocks. The drawing and cutting rooms are 


required to be spotlessly clean, and poultry is handled at each step so that the 
final product will be wholesome. 


That is the inspection service, sir. You made a statement that the 
inspector puts the grade legend on. This grade legend on the right 
here in this picture is put on by a grader. It says, “U. S. grade A 
stewing chicken, Government-graded.” 

A woman who reads that does not know that it has not been in- 
spected, sir. 

The Cuatrman. There is a difference in grading and inspecting? 

Dr. Sussman. Exactly, sir. 

I will read from this article again: 

A number of poultry-processing plants in Arkansas have no inspection of any 
kind. The general sanitary condition of these plants is left up to the manage- 
ment with the exception of certain basic regulations of the Pure Food and Drug 
Administration which must be followed. These regulations are enforced by 
inspectors who visit the plant only periodically. 

The plants without inspection are breeders of filth and disease. In ramshackle, 
barnlike buildings, owners of these plants are more concerned with making 
money than the health of their customers. Many of the chickens bearing: labels 
of large national concerns are sold in markets at prices equal to those paid for 
cleanly processed poultry. 

Sick and diseased birds are forced on the public through these plants. Only 
a Government inspector who owes no obligation to the company can stop this. 

And at this point I would like to insert this remark: Graders may 
be company-paid. They are in many cases company-paid. They are 
employees who work for the company. They are licensed by the De- 
partment of Agriculture. It resolves. itself into a situation where a 
person comes in, an inspector from the Department, and if the plant 
is dirty, he goes to the manager and the manager says, “Well, Joe over 
here, is your licensed grader. Why, I don’t know, he must not have 
been doing his job.” 

Of course, Joe has been busy hauling in crates and doing everything 
else. But Joe is the licensed grader. He is the whipping boy. 

So, the only thing the Department can do i is to say, “Joe, you are ¢ 
bad boy. We will take your license away.’ 

And then the manager will have to get another licensed grader. 

The article goes on: 

In one plant, chickens that fall off their shackles are allowed to stay in tanks 
of scalding water for days at a time and pollute the water through which all 
the other chickens pass. Dirty equipment attract rodents which fall into tanks 
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of good poultry. These and other conditions are harmful to the poultry industry, 
as well as the public, and they will not be corrected until Government inspection 
is imposed. 

The Federal inspection available to the poultry industry is purely voluntary 
with each company. The companies have to pay the cost of inspection, which 
has several draw-backs. It raises the cost of doing business for the company 
desiring to turn out clean products, and it places some slight obligation on the 
inspection service to be lenient on the company. It must be said, in fairness 
to the inspectors, that they are doing an excellent job. The inspected plants 
are processing poultry which any housewife can feel safe in purchasing. The 
same cannot be said of poultry coming out of uninspected plants. 


I do not want to belabor the topic. I have not written these remarks 
out in a fashion so that 1 could hand them in, but I would just like 
to read from the remarks of Dr. D. M. Campbell of Chicago as pub- 
lished in the Proceedings of the United States Livestock Sanitary 
Association, fifty-fourth annual meeting. in 1950. These remarks 
were made in discussions following papers that were given relating 
to the activities of the Production and Marketing Administration in 
the field of poultry inspection. 


Dr. Campbell said: 


A good deal could be said, but time is short. I would like to correct two 
statements in the paper by Dr. Termohlen in which I am sure the audience 
must have obtained a wrong impression. 

It was stated that the only difference in the inspection now is that it is not 
made by a licensed veterinarian. Another difference is that the former inspec- 
tion was made by a licensed veterinarian employed and paid and subject to 
discharge and promotion by the Government. 

The present inspection is to be made by a layman of, so far, uncertified train- 
ing, employed, paid, and subject to discharge or promotion by the plant. That, 
it seems to me, is an essential difference. 

It was implied that a hearing was held of all interested persons. One of those 
hearings was held in Chicago. It was public in the sense that the doors weren’t 
locked. It was as near secret in every other way as a hearing could well be. 

I believe veterinarians should be interested in this subject. There were three 
veterinary publications in Chicago. Although they received a constant stream 
of releases and announcements from the United States Department of Agriculture, 
they received nothing about that conference. There are metropolitan newspapers 
there, and this should interest the consumers. If the newspapers had known of 
the meeting, they would have had reporters there. They didn’t. 

There were livestock sanitary officials in that district, and in Michigan, 
Indiana, Illinois, and Iowa, and not one of them was represented nor knew of the 
meeting, as far as I know. 

There are many organizations that would have been interested, such as women’s 
organizations. They had no representative there. I heard of the meeting 2,000 
miles away. I got to Chicago at noon on the day of the conference, and I attended 
the afternoon session. There were perhaps 15 or 20 processors there, but, al- 
though I am somewhat acquainted in the poultry-processing industry, I didn’t 
know any of them. 

There were five veterinarians present. One of them was an employee of the 
poultry industry ; two of them were employees of the United States Public Health 
Department. A supervisor of inspection at one of the markets was there, and I 
was there, making the fifth veterinarian, and I can assure you not by invitation. 

The two Public Health officials went over pretty much the objections you have 


. heard from Dr. Sussman. The supervisor of inspection sat there like a zombie. 


When it was over, I asked him, “What's the matter? Are you a zombie? He said, 
“T was told to be here to answer questions if I were asked and to keep my mouth 
shut otherwise,” or words to that effect. 

I spoke a bit on the subject, and it was answered with: “He seems to be repre- 
senting the consumers.” It seems the consumers were not supposed to be repre- 
sented. 

The addresses of the Public Health men were not considered or referred to by 
the presiding officer or by anyone else in the room. The entire talk was, “Will 
this help us sell it?’ 
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To my mind this is an attempt to use the good will and the confidence that has 
been built in the meat inspection stamp over a period of 50 years to give some 
poultry processors—not the big ones in good plants—a free ride. It is a prostitu- 
tion of the little purple stamp to the status of a sales slogan without regard to 
its effect on consumers. It has been opposed by every health service that has 
taken any action in the matter at all. 

It is going too far when a governmental agency will reject the advice and the 
protest of the United States Public Health Service and that of the public health 
service in every State, and many of the municipal public health services, and go 
right ahead with something to help sell a poultry product that nobody knows 
whether it is ready to cook or not because “ready to cook” implies “fit to eat,” that 
is unknown when this label goes on it. 


Now, in all of the meetings that we have had with the Department 
of Agriculture there has been an array of six to seven members of 
the grading service present. They were discussing poultry inspection 
and grading regulations. Not at one meeting can I recall—and I have 
been at about 10—was there one member of the inspection service pres- 
ent to answer questions. That was very apparent down at a Phila- 
delphia meeting. 

One further thing I would like to bring out is a statement by Mr. 
Miller from the Production and Marketing Administration, in which 
he indicates what these meetings were about : 

At the suggestion of some of the larger trade associations the United States 
Department of Agriculture scheduled a series of informal meetings to be held 
in the early half of May 1951 for the purpose of reviewing provisions in the 
proposed poultry grading and inspection regulations. At each of the meetings 
it was pointed out that the Department’s authority for carrying out the regu- 
lations was found in enabling legislation which limited the activities of the 
Production and Marketing Administration to perform a service for industry. 


Now, section 13 of the bill that we have under discussion directs the 
Bureau of the Budget to make a plan which is very good. The 
original proposal we thought was bad and we proposed to put in an 
objection to that, but now that an impartial body is going to make 
this plan, we feel that handles it, except that the plan, as they must 
submit it, indicates that food regulatory functions shall be placed in 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Health officials feel that it would be much better if the committee 
would consider a revision of that section to read as follows: 

Such study shall be submitted to the Congress on or before July 30, 1952, and 
shall include a plan, together with necessary legislative recommendations, for 
consolidating insofar as feasible, all good and drug inspection and regulatory 
activities in a Federal agency primarily constituted to protect the consumer, 
which agency would then encompass the field af activities as now carried on by 
the Federal Security Agency, the Federal Trade Commission, and the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. As used in this section, the term agency shall not mean 
an agency solely in the Department of Agriculture, but may refer to any Federal 
agency properly constituted to carry on this work. The cost of the study pro- 
vided for by this section shall be paid out of funds available to the Bureau of the 
Budget for administrative management purposes. 

What does all of this story mean in terms of organization structure 
in the Department of Agriculture and more specifically the provisions 
of Senate bill 1149? 

I realize that it is only one comparatively small program in the 
tremendous variety of programs which the Department handles. 

But I suggest that the unsatisf: wctory conditions I have described 
constitute only a small trickle of smoke which, upon further inves- 
tigation, will ‘bring to life a great deal of fire involving the whole 
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field of food inspection indicating a clear-cut need for a careful 
over-all survey and administrative analysis of food inspection and 
grading and regulatory activities of the Federal Government. 

I strongly support section 13 of the bill with the recommenda- 
tions for change which we made. 

Mr. Chairman, I have received this morning a telegram from the 
New Jersey Health Officers Association, stating: 

The New Jersey Health Officers Association urge you record our disagree- 
ment with section 13 of Senate bill 1149. We recommend regulatory functions 
of food and drug control be vested in the Public Health Service which agency 
is charged with protecting public or consumer health. 

That is signed by Charles A. Kientz, legislative chairman. 

What’ they mean is they do not think that a marketing agency is 
the agency that is designed or prepared to protect the consumer. 

When you go back to “Mr. Miller’s statement, he s: ays that the en- 
abling legislation limited the activities of the PMA to performing a 
service for industry. They are selling out the consuming public by 
giving them this grade legend and misleading them. That is their 

device for selling a product. It is very poor administration, sir, 
and it simply cannot be handled by the same administrator. 

Considering the compilation of resolutions and materials accumu- 
lated in a 3-year period, which I shall, with your permission, put 
in the record, or file with the committee, you cannot conceive that any 
type of an administrator, if he had the public in mind, would not 
have done something about it. 

The material that I am presenting is to indicate to the committee 
that a program which involves the protection of the consumer’s health 
must be placed in a department which actually is working primarily 
for the consumer and not the producer’s or processor’s interests. 

I realize that these interests are closely intertwined; however, the 
evidence presented in the record of these abstracts offered to you for 

your reading would indicate that there is in effect a general lack of 
underst: anding on the part of the Production and Marketing Admin- 
istration in realizing their responsibilities to the consumer 

I have been asked to present, therefore, this case history of what 
is actually an administrative mishandling problem on the ‘face of it. 

However, when one looks closer into it, it is not merely an adminis- 
trative, but actually a legislative change that must be made, for 
within the Department of Agriculture there does not exist the con- 
cept of consumer protection, and this was well illustrated several years 
back when the transfer of the Food and Drug Administration was 
made to place such an agency out of the reach of the pressures that 
seem to be so indigenous. to the Department of Agriculture. 

I should like to present at this time the Hoover Committee Recom- 
mendation No. 10, with reference to the reorganization of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and I quote: 

To obtain economy and efficiency, this Commission recommends that inspec- 
tion costs on farm products, when imposed for the benefit and protection of 
the general public, be paid by the Federal Government. Inspection and grading 
services primarily for the benefit or protection of producers or processors should 
be paid for by the producers or processors. 


It is readily seen from this recommendation that the activities of 
the Production and Marketing Administration are certainly not in 
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line with this recommendation. They are not in line because the 
activities of inspection and grading, which are primarily for the 
consumer protection, are paid out of funds supplied by the industry 
and are not regulated by the Bureau of the Budget or the Congress 
and come under no scrutiny of any officials other than those within 
the Production and Marketing Administration. 

These funds can be used in a manner that would not lead to the 
proper handling of funds associated with the use of shields and 
legends indicating a supervision by the United States Government. 

For when an agency must depend on nonappropriated funds that 
come from a private interest, it must, of necessity, nurture that in- 
terest even to the detriment of the consuming public where the in- 
terests clash. . 

It is therefore important that this committee take under considera- 
tion the question of these funds in a review of the organizational pat- 
tern of the Department of Agriculture and that when recommendation 
10 is implemented that Congress consider the placing of food-inspec- 
tion activities into an agency primarily constituted to protect the 
public. 

In addition to the statements previously referred to at the be- 
ginning of my statement, I should like to furnish for the information 
and guidance of the committee, some further material for inclusion 
in the record which,-I believe, is properly identified on it$ face. 

The CHamman. This material may be filed with the committee. 
We appreciate very much your presentation, Dr. Sussman. I just 
want to mention that that could be handled, I should think, by ad- 
ministrative action and would not require legislation. 

However, I do think it is something that merits attention. 

Dr. Sussman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate 
being given the opportunity to speak. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ALFRED H. FLETCHER, REPRESENTING THE CONFERENCE OF STATE 
SANITARY ENGINEERS, AT A MEETING OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND LivestocK SANITARY 
OFFICIALS WITH ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE KNox T. HuTcHINSON, 
JUNE 25, 1951. 


My contribution to this interview is to set the stage as to who we are and 
why we are here. I have written out a statement which will take me about 5 
minutes to read. 

This group represents public health, livestock, and other allied groups in- 
terested in the problem of inspecting all poultry for wholesomeness and freedom 
from disease. Present in this room are representatives of the American Public 
Health Association, State and Territorial Health Officers Association, Food and 
Drug officials of the United States, United States Livestock Sanitary Associa- 
tion and representatives that speak the official opinion of 33 other conferences, 
associations and State agriculture and health departments. 

We do not wish to engage in a discussion of the detailed regulations of the 
Production and Marketing Administration on a point by point basis, but rather 
we wish to make a complete statement and be heard out completely. We want 
you to know that we do want the opportunity to take part in any discussions 
with industry in future meetings of the Department of Agriculture held to 
consider this problem. 

As a background to this discussion we want to make it clear that we recognize 
that the authority for carrying out any control over the inspection and grading 
of poultry comes from enabling legislation which limits the activities of the 
Production and Marketing Administration to performing a service for industry. 
Regulatory activities with regard to the handling of food are lodged in other 
agencies. This position was made clear and was emphasized in a summary of the 
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recent meetings held during May 1951 for discussion of the proposed poultry 
regulations which was issued by the Production and Marketing Administration 
on June 19, 1951. 

Our story is as follows: 

Regulations were promulgated on January 1, 1950, by the Department of 
Agriculture in spite of the solid opposition of public health groups. 1 will quote 
the resolution of the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers adopted 
at their forty-seventh annual conference, November 15 and 17, 1948, at Wash- 
ington, D. C.: 

“Whereas the United States Department of Agriculture has provided as ante 
mortem and post mortem poultry inspection service to any poultry processor for 
the past 20 years; and 

“Whereas the USDA was also providing a grading service which classifies 
undrawn carcasses as to the amount of flesh, fat, and finish into grades ; and 

“Whereas certain groups in the poultry industry were recently requested by 
the USDA to consider a proposal to federally grade uninspected drawn poultry ; 
and 

“Whereas the favorable consideration of such a proposal for grading unin- 
spected eviscerated poultry would be a serious public health hazard since such 
grading of drawn poultry would falsely imply to the consumer that the product 
was sound, wholesome, and fit for food where it is conceivable that such a product 
officially graded by the USDA might be diseased and unfit: Therefore be it 

“Resolwed, That the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers express 
its disapproval of such a proposal which, if adopted, would practically eliminate 
the poultry-inspection service and with it the protection of the public against 
the marketing and consumption of diseased and unlit poultry products; and be it 
further 

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be directed to the Secretary of the 
United States Department of Agriculture.” 

Opposition on the part of public health groups persisted after the regulations 
were adopted and were finally recognized by the Production and Marketing 
Administration when a meeting was called for November 29 and 30, 1950, with 
representatives of industry and public health groups to discuss this problem. Five 
resolutions were unanimously adopted by this joint group for the guidance of the 
Production and Marketing Administration. 

Although the substance of the 2 days of discussions were carefully expressed 
in the five resolutions adopted on November 30, 1950, they did not even appear in 
the minutes of the meeting as issued by the Production and Marketing Admin- 
istration. 

Our concern (which had been somewhat eased by the joint meeting and our 
agreement with industry on the five resolutions) began to return when the sum 
and real substance of the meeting was not even included in the official minutes 
of the meeting. Further, one of the resolutions suggested the formation of a 
public health subtask force. Such a task force has not been appointed although 
we are now considering new proposed regulations which are to go into effect in a 
few days (without any attempt to inform health groups of the plans and program 
of the Production and Marketing Administration for implementing the resolutions 
adopted last November.) 

aut.e as Stut comcud rable confusion in the minds of health groups in the 
wording of the new regulations particularly in the loose way in which the 
terms “grading” and “inspection” are used. There is strong evidence to indicate 
that inspection is subordinated to grading in emphasis and that the standards 
for qualified inspection service has been lowered below an acceptable level. 

The 1950 shift of the shield legend which used to mean “Inspected for whole- 
someness” to now mean “Graded” has already created a false impression on 
the consumer. 

The Association of Food and Drug Officials at their annual meeting on May 
24, 1951, adopted a resolution asking that this confusion be removed from the 
new regulations. They are specific in what they request. They point out that 
“The grading of red meat and poultry meat products means the separation into 
areas of value solely with respect to appearence, age, and method of dressing 
and in no way connotates or guarantees freedom from disease, and all sanitary 
supervision incident to the production of ‘red meat’ and ‘poultry meat’ food.” 

The result of all of these events and trends has brought about a complete loss 
of confidence in the Production and Marketing Administration as the logical 
agency for safeguarding consumer interests by inspecting for wholesomeness. 
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Our purpose in bringing these facts to your attention is to emphasize this lack 
of confidence. We do not feel that the lack of authority on the part of the 
Production and Marketing Administration to enforce the inspection of poultry 
moving interstate in any way authorizes the Production and Marketing Admin- 
istration to mislead the consumer into thinking that the grade labe] means the 
Same thing that an “inspected” label means. 

In closing this introductory statement this group representing health, live- 
stock and allied groups believe that the Department of Agriculture can meet 
the criticism of these groups within the structure of the Department of Agri- 
culture. 


(A list of organizations represented at the above-mentioned confer- 
ence follows, together with the resolution adopted on May 24, 1951, by 
the Association of Food and Drug officials :) 


POULTRY MEETING 


Edward M. Kennelly, New York Conference of Health Officers and Food and 
Drug Officials; New York State Public Health Veterinarians; Westchester Coun- 
ty Health Department. 

Harry P. Aronson, Nassau County Health Department. 

Oscar Sussman, Conference of Public Health Veterinarians ; New Jersey Health 
Officers Association ; New Jersey State Department of Health; New York Confer- 
ence of Food and Drug and Health Officials. 

Allan M. Greenlee, Ohio State Department of Health; State and Territorial 
Health Officers Conference. 

Martin D. Baum, Colorado State Health Department; Denver City Health 
Department. ‘ 

James Lieberman, Conference of Public Health Veterinarians. 

Alfred H. Fletcher, Conference of State Sanitary Engineers; American Pub- 
lic Health Association. 

J. L. Cherry, Food and drug officials of the United States. 

Lt. Fred E. Stewart, B. U. M. and S.—Department of Navy. 

C. H. Atkins, Conference of State Sanitary Engineers. 

R. J. Helvig, Conference of Public Health Veterinarians. 

R. A. Hendershott, United States Livestock Sanitary Association. 

A. L. Bruckner, United States Livestock Sanitary Association. 

Dennis J. Sullivan, New Jersey Health Officers Association; Jersey City De- 
partment of Health. 

J. QO. Dean, State and Territorial Health Officers Association. 

Sarah V. Dugan, State Department of Health of Kentucky. 

James H. Steele, Conference of Public Health Veterinarians. 

C. R. Davenport, Illinois State Department of Health. 

A. Abrahamson, New York City Department of Health; New York Conference 
Health Officials and Food and Drug Officials. 


—_ ee _ 
RESOLUTION 


Regarding: Grading of uninspected red meat and poultry, meat products, and 
labeling with Federal or United States insignia that mislead the consumer 
into believing product has been inspected. 

Passed by: Association of Food and Drug officials of the United States in con- 
ference in Philadelphia at the fifty-fifth annual meeting, May 24, 1951. 


Whereas the grading of red meat and poultry meat products means the sepa- 
ration into areas of value solely with respect to appearance, age, and method 
of dressing and in no way connotates or guarantees freedom from disease; and 

Whereas inspection means the observation for wholesomeness, freedom from 
disease, and all sanitary supervision incident to the production of “red meat” 
and “poultry meat” food; and 

Whereas this association is aware of the recent trend in Federal regulation 
organizations to set up grading in the eyes of the public and industry as indica- 
tive of a competent inspection for wholesomeness when in fact this is not so; and 

Whereas no product that is graded has any value unless it is wholesome in 
fact: Now, therefore 
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This Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States in confer- 
ence in Philadelphia at the fifty-fifth annual meeting, May 24, 1951, does hereby 
recommend that all regulations of the Office of Price Stabilization, United States 
Department of Agriculture, and other similar organizations be amended to read 
that no product may be graded and so labeled unless it has also been inspected 
for wholesomeness by a competent authority or if not so inspected a declaration 
to that effect shall be made on the product. 


(Subsequently, the following letter was received from the Secretary 
of Agriculture on the subject of grading and inspection of poultry 
products :) 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, October 3, 1951. 
Hon, Joun L. MCCLELLAN, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate. 


Dear SENATOR McCLeLLAN: It is my understanding that Dr. Oscar Sussman, 
senior public health veterinarian, New Jersey Department of Health, Trenton, 
N. J., presented testimony before your committee concerning the grading and 
inspection of poultry products. We feel that some portions of Dr. Sussman’s 
testimony may create erroneous impressions regarding this service which is ad- 
ministered by the Poultry Branch of the Production and Marketing Adminis- 
tration. For this reason we request that this clarifying letter be made a part of 
your hearing record. 

Probably the most significant portion of Dr. Sussman’s testimony with respect 
to which clarification is desirable concerns the relationship between the grading 
of poultry and the inspection of poultry for wholesomeness. From Dr. Sussman’s 
testimony it might appear that the Department is grading all poultry without 
inspection. However, it is important to recognize that two distinct practices 
exist in the marketing of poultry. In the case of ready-to-cook poultry, from 
which the viscera are removed, grading is performed only after the product has 
been inspected for wholesomeness. However, in the case of the so-called New 
York dressed poultry, inspection for wholesomeness is not possible since the 
viscera are not removed. For more than 20 years the Department has offered 
a grading service with respect to New York dressed poultry. 

It is pertinent to note that the marketing of poultry is changing rapidly in the 
direction of the ready-to-cook style but at the present time it is estimated that 
approximately 50 percent of the product is marketed as New York dressed. In 
view of the large quantity still moving in this form, we have not felt justified in 
denying the grading service and thereby eliminating a very important protection 
to buyers and sellers. The use of these grades, which provides a common lan- 
guage for buyers and sellers, facilitates trading between buyers who are removed 
by considerable distances from the producers or processors of poultry. It is 
noted also that Canada has provided this type of service to its industry for many 
years and is continuing to do so. 

In Dr. Sussman’s testimony he read an article entitled “Progress in Arkansas” 
from the Butcher Workman of 1950. This article described unsanitary conditions 
purported to exist in poultry slaughtering plants in the Arkansas area. In this 
connection it should be pointed out that as a part of the inspection and grading 
program the Department offers a sanitation service which has been widely 
adopted by industry. This service brings under Federal supervision on a volun- 
tary basis the operation of poultry plants from the time of slaughtering through 
the entire processing procedure. Under this program the adoption of the sani- 
tary service is a prerequisite to either the grading or inspection service. 

Dr. Sussman comments that none of our personnel from the inspection-for- 
wholesomeness staff attended the meetings held for the purpose of gathering 
opinions concerning the poultry grading and inspection regulations. Our analysis 
of the attendance records for these meetings indicates that in practically all of 
them some of the staff members from the inspection service were in attendance. 

The interest which public health and sanitation officials are taking in this and 
other programs of the Department is to be commended and is encouraging to us. 
Consultation and constructive criticism are always welcome aids in our efforts 
toward improvement. Such matters as this one are undergoing constant review 
by Department officials and other interested persons in order that modifications 
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in programs and policies may be made, or recommended to the Congress, as 
circumstances warrant. 
Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES F. BRANNAN, Secretary. 


(The following letter was received subsequently from Dr. Daniel 
Bergsma, State Commissioner of Health, Trenton, N. J., and a copy 
of a letter addressed to Senator Irving M. Ives by Mr. Stanley T. 
Williams, president of the New York Conference of Health Officers 
and Food and Drug Officials :) 


STATE OF NEW JERSEY, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Trenton 7, September 18, 1951. 
Senator JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Washington, D. C. 


HONORABLE SENATOR MCCLELLAN: It is my understanding that Senate bill No. 
1149, presently under consideration by the Senate Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments, provides for the reorganization of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. Section 18 of the bill provides for the submission of a 
plan by the Bureau of the Budget to Congress, which plan must place all food 
inspection and regulatory work in the Department of Agriculture and all activi- 
ties respecting drugs in the public-health services. This, in effect, causes a re- 
organization of the Federal Security Agency and the Federal Trade Commission 
in addition to the Department of Agriculture and predetermines the fact that 
the Department of Agriculture is the agency best prepared to inspect all food 
for all purposes. 

I am in agreement with the general thought that the elimination of wasteful 
duplications of authority and conflicts of intent is much to be desired. I com- 
mend, therefore, the intent of the bill, but do suggest that the committee reprint 
of August 14, 1951, might be further amended to allow the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget freedom to prepare a plan without the predetermination that the 
Department of Agriculture is the agency best suited to inspect all food. I be- 
lieve that a careful study by an impartial body will be very helpful in clarifying 
the present requirements, procedures, and overlapping authorities of the Federal 
Government with respect to food and drug activities and that such study wiil 
result in a better delineation of the objectives to be reached. It is my suggestion, 
therefore, that the following rewording be made in the committee reprint if 
possible : 

“Such study shall be submitted to the Congress on or before July 30, 1952, 
and shall include a plan, together with necessary legislative recommendations, 
for consolidating insofar as feasible, all food and drug inspection and regulatory 
activities in a Federal agency primarily constituted to protect the consumer, 
which agency would then encompass the field of activities as new carried on by 
the Federal Security Agency, the Federal Trade Commission, and the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. As used in this section, the term ‘agency’ shall not mean 
an agency solely in the Department of Agriculture, but may refer to any Federal 
agency properly constituted to carry on this work. The cost of the study pro- 
vided for by this section shall be paid out of funds available to the Bureau of 
the Budget for administrative management purposes.” 

Very truly yours, 
DANIEL BerGsMA, M. D., M. P. H., 
State Commissioner of Health. 


NEw York CONFERENCE OF HEALTH OFFICERS, 
AND Foop AND DruG OFFICIALS, 
New York, N. Y., October 4, 1951. 
Hon. IRv1In@ M. IVEs, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeEAk Sir: It is the understanding of the members of the New York Conference 
of Health Officers and Food and Drug Officials that Senate bill No. 1149, presently 
under consideration by the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments, provides for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture. We 
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note that section 13 of the bill is all inclusive with respect to food products and 
drugs and provides for the submission of a plan by the Bureau of the Budget 
to Congress which plan must place all food inspection and regulatory work in the 
Department of Agriculture and all activities with respect to drugs in the Public 
Health Service. 

We are certainly in full agreement with the intent of the bill to eliminate waste- 
ful duplication and conflicts between agencies. We believe, however, that the 
committee reprint of August 14, 1951, might be further amended to allow the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget to prepare a plan that is not predetermined. 
It is our belief that a plan carefully prepared by an impartial agency will be 
helpful in qualifying the present requirements, procedures, and overlapping 
authorities of the Federal Government with respect to food and drug activities, 

After full consideration of the intent of S. 1149 and the provisions thereof, 
the following resolution was passed by the New York Conference of Health 
Officers and Food and Drug Officials: 

“Therefore, be it resolved, That a letter be addressed to the Senators repre- 
senting the States of Connecticut, New York, and New Jersey, and to the chair- 
man of the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, recom- 
mending that the following rewording be made in the committee reprint of 
August 14, 1951, to Senate bill No. 1149, if possible: 

“Such study shall be submitted to the Congress on or before July 30, 1952, 
and shall include a plan, together with necessary legislative recommendations, 
for consolidating insofar as feasible, all food and drug inspection and regulatory 
activities in a Federal agency primarily constituted to protect the consumer, 
which agency would then encompass the field of activities as now carried on by 
the Federal Security Agency, the Federal Trade Commission, and the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. As used in this section, the term agency shall not mean 
an agency solely in the Department of Agriculture, but may refer to any Federal 
agency properly constituted to carry on this work. The cost of the study provided 
for by this section shall be paid out of funds available to the Bureau of the 
Budget for administrative management purposes.” 

Very truly yours, 
STANLEY T. WILLIAMS, 
President. 

The CuatrMan. We will next hear from Mr. E. G. Peterson. 

Will you come forward, please, sir? 

We are glad to have you, Mr. Peterson. Do you have a prepared 
statement? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. Very well, you may identify yourself for the record, 
and proceed. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER G. PETERSON, FORMER PRESIDENT, UTAH 
STATE AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE, NOW PRESIDENT EMERITUS; 
AND MANAGING DIRECTOR, UTAH SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH FOUN- 
DATION, LOGAN, UTAH 


Mr. Peterson. I am E. G. Peterson, former president of Utah 
State Agricultural College. I am now president emeritus, and man- 
aging director of the Utah Scientific Research Foundation. I was 
president of the college from 1916 to 1945. That was before boards 
of trustees were very discriminating. 

But during that period I had the opportunity to evaluate Govern- 
ment service in relation to agriculture and to the public welfare to 
a considerable degree. 

With your permission, therefore, I shall proceed with this state- 
ment, eliminating such portions as I see fit. I realize your time is 
getting short. 
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The Cuarrman. I may say to you, Mr. Peterson, that any part that 
you omit in reading, site placed in the record. 

Mr. Pererson. Thank you. 

The following statements are based upon over three decades of 
rather close contact with the problems of agriculture and natural 
resources, and the relationship of Government agencies to these im- 
portant problems. All citizens are deeply interested in the working 
out of the relationships between government and the control, main- 
tenance, and rehabilitation of the basic natural resources of our coun- 
try to the end that our soil, our timber, grass, and other forage on 
the grazing lands, the water supply for ‘culinary and irrigation pur- 
poses, our “wildlife and the other similar assets which so dec isively 
determine our strength as a Nation during these critical years, may 
be protected and augmented where possible. 

This interest of the public is based partly on the fear that we as 
a people may not understand fully just how vital and how danger- 
ously expendable these vital resources are. Our history, as a Nation, 
as is well known, is a history of reckless extravagance in ‘the exploita- 
tion of our natural resources. The precious topsoil of our country 
during our comparatively brief history has been seriously depleted; 
one-fifth of our or iginal land has been ruined ; one-third of the balance 
has been badly damaged, and one-third more is on the point of serious 
injury. Bad practices now, which encourage erosion of our soils, 
are still costing the United States 500,000 acres of good land each 
year—from 1895 to 1930 the loss aver: aged 1,000,000 acres each vear. 
We have ruined more good land in less time than any other nation in 
history. 

It is important not to forget that about 21% acres per person of 
average land are needed for the minimum of an adequate diet. Ona 
world basis, 4,000,000,000 acres of land are all that are left, which is 
less than 2 acres per person. America has 460,000,000 acres of good 
land left, which is about 3.3 acres per person. There is no good fresh 
land left anywhere. There are 5,000,000,000 acres of untapped land in 
South America, Africa, and southeast Asia, but much of this land, 
particularly part of the South American area, has as much as 75 inches 
of rainfall, which would quickly destroy any slope unless it is con- 
toured, check dammed, and heavily fertilized. I mention these few 
facts, taken from reports of the Soil Conservation Service of the De- 
partment of Agriculture, and other official documents, to indicate how 
important to us is the conservation of the land within our own borders, 
because we cannot find easy sustenance elsewhere if we continue to 
deplete our soils to the point of exhaustion. I have mentioned soil 
particularly. The same practices and principles apply to our other 
assets. We are all familiar, for statute, with the same recklessness 
which has characterized our depletion of timber and the other im- 
portant resources. 

The utmost importance, therefore, attaches to the decision of Gov- 
ernment as to the policies and the kind of agency employed to conserve 
our resources. It is for this reason that the investigations of the 
Hoover Commission were studied by all of us interested in the problem. 
The report of the commission, as you know, of course, emphasized 
among other things the continued maintenance of the Forest Service 
in the Department of Agriculture and the transfer of the functions 
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of the Bureau of Land Management (except as related to mineral 
and mining resources) to the Department of Agriculture. These con- 
clusions of the Commission are, I think, eminently wise for the reason 
that I believe it is sound policy to rest this control in an agency which, 
traditionally and by virtue of long training of its personnel, is adopted 
to and conversant with methods necessary for the preservation of these 
resources. 

I believe that a valid distinction of functions between the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and the Department of the Interior can be based 
on the principle that Agriculture deals and should deal with what are 

called organic resources, while Interior should deal largely with in- 
organic resources. The Department of Agriculture has, ‘of course, 
the welfare of the farmer and the farm family as a prime considera- 
tion. How to make a living off the land without impoverishing the 
soil and the watershed possibilities is the problem which the Depart- 
ment seeks to help solve. Therefore, personnel and practice should be 
devoted to conservation and control of soil, timber, grass, and water. 
I believe, therefore, that the Agricultural Department should be the 
agency of Government which assumes Federal responsibility for not 
only soil, grass, and timber maintenance, but also for control of the 
watersheds which so directly relate to irrigation and the culinary 
water supply of towns and cities which depend on this water supply 
for culinary purposes and, therefore, for their very existence. 

Senator Dworshak, as well as others in the intermountain West, 
will realize the utter dependence of little communities upon the water 
which comes out of the mountains. And to secure adequate control 
of that watershed is of prime importance to these villages and cities. 

All of us sometimes forget that our Government and all its agen- 
cies are for the benefit of the people. There is, I suppose, no other 
excuse for the existence of government. A dictatorship of the com- 
munistic, or any other type, is, of course, just the reverse of this. 
Our appraisal, therefore, of a Government agency wisely is based 
on the record of the service to the people of ‘the agency. <A pros- 
perous and enlightened farm population should be a first concern of 
Government, because, in spite of our tremendous industrialization 
with its resultant values and its woes, the free and prospering farmer 
and his family on their own land is still the major bulwark of our 
strength as a Nation. Food, after all, is the most important muni- 
tion with which to wage not only war, but also peace, and we have 
found in the last few years that the waging of peace is almost as stren- 
uous as war itself. And the free farm families of America contrib- 
ute much more than food to national strength and sanity. Let us 
keep strong, therefore, the agencies of Government which minister to, 
but do not destroy, the initiative and the independent thinking of our 
great farm population. 

I have had the opportunity to acquaint myself somewhat with the 
problem of Government as it relates to an area a few miles from 
Logan, Utah, where I live. I refer to the recent history of Govern- 
ment management of the Wellsville Mountain area which, while small 
in our vast “country, brings out the differences in policy in regard to 
land management and its relation to human welfare, between the 
Department of Agriculture and the Interior Department. 
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I shall not read a complete description of this, which I have taken 
pains to investigate and record, because I thought it was, while a small 
thing, a beautiful example of how Government bureaus operate in 
regard to the protection of the people’s interest. I will read part of 
it, “however, with your permission. 

The Carman. Go ahead. The remainder will be included in the 
record, 

Mr. Pererson. Thank you. 

Through the years and up until 1938. the Department of the In- 
terior was transferring critical watershed lands in Utah to private 
ownership. In the late thirties many of these exchanges were made 
for the purpose of expedience in blocking out flat desert land tracts 
managed by the Grazing Service. A few individuals then took over 
mountain lands in poor condition that had not been managed with 
consideration for watershed values while under the Department of 
the Interior. The lands were in poor condition when the private in- 
dividuals got them, and under the type of use applied by the individ- 
ual they deteriorated further. 

The Wellsville Mountain watershed contains 43,000 acres of moun- 
tainous area. Around 10,000 people in 18 cities, towns, and villages 
surrounding the mountain depend upon the watershed. 

Much of the underground water in the valley lands was not satis- 
factory for domestic use because of mineral content. This condition 
increased the value of the water from the mountain, and over $1,000,- 
000 has been invested in water rights and pipelines to deliver water 
to the dependent people. 

The watershed lands continued to deteriorate after they passed to 
private ownership, and on July 7, 1937, a summer cloudburst storm 
caused a mud rock flood, the first of great intensity since settlement 
of the valley some 70 years before. Water systems and farmlands 
were damaged and mud was deposited in the streets of Mendon, one 
of the major little towns. The Hyrum-Mendon canal at the east base 
of the mountain was filled with mud and rocks. Use of the canal 
for transmission of irrigation water was disrupted for a period of 
10 days during the critical growing season and resulted in crop loss. 
The Hammond canal, on the west side of the mountain, was filled 
with debris and irrigation stopped for 2 weeks. Gullies up to 30 
feet in depth were scoured out in many ravines by the force of the 
mud rock flows. 

The mud rock floods, their threat to valley property, investments, 
and human life, awakened the valley people to the necessity of halting 
the watershed damage. It was largely through their persistent efforts 
that the watershed area was acquired from the multiplicity of owner- 
ships: Department of the Interior, the State of Utah, and private 
individuals, and turned over to the Department of Agriculture. A 
constructive program was undertaken by the Forest Service. The 
quantity and quality of the plant cover, litter, and humus have been 
improved, usability of the water restored, and there has been some 
increase in the late season flow which is of great value in any agricul- 
ture dependent upon irrigation. 

Under the land-disposal policies of the Department of the Interior, 
their program in the West was one which shifted responsibility for 
management of vital watershed lands frequently upon which hundreds 
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of thousands of people depended from the Federal Government to a 
few individuals. In the case of the Wellsville Mountain watershed, 
3,000 acres were actually in the process of transfer at the time of the 
mud rock flood troubles in 1937. These exchange cases were canceled 
when the dependent communities petitioned to have the watershed 
lands added to the Cache National Forest. 

As a result of the local interest and initiative of the affected com- 
munities, this watershed which has been impaired from past overuse 
by livestock, destructive timber cutting, burning, and resulting ero- 
sion and mud-rock flows, has been restored, and with it the confidence 
of the people in the policies of the Department of Agriculture in 
managing lands for the greatest benefit of communities. 

It is, of course, needless to say that a man who owns a piece of 
mountainside has got to make a living out of it. His concern is not 
the public welfare, and, therefore, he is not to be criticized for using 
that land to his best personal interest. There is not any implication 
here of criticism. It is an implication of criticism of policy only. 

It is evident to many of us in the West that the lands in the Taylor 
erazing districts and other range lands under the Bureau of Land 
Management need a great deal more supervision and improvement 
in order to remedy the sadly depleted condition of large portions of 
these lands. My appraisal of this situation is borne out by the report 
of the Interior Department. The following quotations are from the 
report of the Secretary of the Interior for the fiscal year ended June 
30, 1950: 

The grazing districts ranges have improved in all areas where the permittees 
have held to the limits of authorized use. * * * A tighter grip has been 
taken on grazing trespass, but the number of present supervisory personnel is 
inadequate to prevent it. 

This is the startling statement: 

It has been estimated that 50 percent of the 190 million acres administered 
by the Bureau are in a state of severe to critical erosion, while 32 percent are 
moderately eroded, and only 18 percent are in a condition of slight to no erosion. 
The rehabilitation of these eroded lands is of primary importance in effecting 
a reduction in destructive silt flow, an increase in usable water supply and 
the preservation, protection, and enhancement of the economy of the coun- 
try * * *. 

Much has been done to rehabilitate many of the more depleted public lands, 
but there still remains a tremendous job ahead. Of 50 million acres of public 
lands contained in approved project areas, only 17 million have received any 
conservation treatment, leaving 33 million acres in approved project areas yet 
to be treated, plus 106 million acres of depleted lands outside of project areas 
in need of treatment. 

From the foregoing it is obvious that much remains to be done. 
This places additional emphasis on the need to bring the best. possible 
agricultural talent to bear on the solution of the problem and to set 
up an organization under which the job can be done most effectively 
and economically. I think this clearly calls for assigning the task 
to the Department of Agriculture. 

I think we are fortunate in America in the type of public servant 
which we have to so large an extent in all Government departments. 
There are, of course, glaring exceptions to this, but, as a rule, these 
employees of Government desire and do perform competent service. 
The references I have made to inept Government action are a result of 
policy, the functioning of the different agencies, and the nature of the 
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training of employees, and only in small degree, if at all, to be charged 
against indiivdual field workers or administrators. 

Permit me also to include in the record—lI will not read it, but I 
did want to make it a part of the record—a public expression in the 
Salt Lake City Tribune which calls attention to the rehabilitation 
work which has been accomplished by the Forest Service in regrass- 
ing the sometimes almost barren ranges between the high mountains 
and the low valleys. And I doubt if there is any finer example of what 
a public agency can do than this evidence of regrassing where that 
had become comparatively worthless land. 

The Cuarrman. Is that a newspaper article to which you refer? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. That will be put in the record. 

( The information referred to is as follows :) 


{Excerpt from Salt Lake City Tribune] 


Very soon many thousands of cattle and sheep will be coming off the summer 
ranges in the high country. Throughout Northern Utah and surrounding States 
the season has been good and the livestock are in good condition. High prices 
make prospects excellent for the stockman, and his prosperity is reflected in the 
well-being of countless communities. 

A major problem for many stock growers is keeping the animals in good shape 
during the fall season, before feeding time. Finding adequate fall and spring 
range is a difficult undertaking for many owners who use the public domain for 
summer range. The obvious place is the foothills and meadows, but in numer- 
ous instances they are not adequate. The meadows are too small and the foot- 
hill country is devoid of good feed. Millions of acres of Utah land ate covered 
with sagebrush or other low-type plants. The sagebrush and other weeds have 
sneaked in as openings occurred through overgrazing or other abuse of the once- 
good range. 

Agriculture specialists believe that the livestock business could be accelerated 
if the huge blocks of foothill and dry farm.land could be converted into nutri- 
tious range grass. Besides solving a vexing fall and spring feed problem, the 
topsoil would be manifestly improved and watershed and stream conditions 
bettered. 

A dramatic lesson is presented at Moon Canyon, a few miles southeast of 
Kamas on the Wasatch National Forest. In 1945, Forest Service attachés went 
over about 200 acres of sagebrush land with a Wheatland plow and planted 
orchard grass, crested wheat, slender wheat, tall oats, and other hardy range 
grasses. Today much of the dense grass reaches almost to a man’s hips as he 
walks through it. It is headed out, but in the main it is green and succulent. 
An additional 100 acres was planted by broadcasting of seeds in the several 
aspen groves of the canyon. It also is thick and high. 

A little later this year the forest experiment people will turn cattle into the 
canyon and put it under vigorous but controlled fall grazing. In the heart of 
the area they have fenced off an acre which will not be grazed. It will be 
closely observed through the years and compared with the surrounding range. 
The experts will pay particular attention to the rabbit grass which infests the 
area in spite of the good stand of nutritious grass. This strange weed seems to 
be made even hardier and more virulent by plowing it. (It does succumb to 
2—-D4 weed spray, as does sagebrush and Canada thistle. Developing an eco- 
nomical spray is another project.) 

The Moon Canyon project presents an interesting contrast to adjoining pri- 
vate range land which is chiefly sagebrush, a grim reminder that years ago it 
was overgrazed. Though use has been lighter on the private land recently, its 
come-back is slow. The difference in the topsoil is as great as the forage. On 
the forest side it is rich and soft; litter is building up. On the other side erosion 
is taking its toll, though this land is in far better shape than much of the foot- 
hill grazing land of Utah. 

The reseeding costs about $8 an acre. Observers estimate that as it is today 
an acre would support a cow for 20 days. This is about that many times the 
number of days the neighboring land would feed an animal. 
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Abused, eroded land can be rehabilitated and made productive if reseeded in 
time. Utah’s important livestock industry is being enriched as the acreage 
of deteriorating brushland is converted into grass. 

Mr. Prererson. Permit me to emphasize that the Department of 
Agriculture is in close contact with the great system of land-grant 
colleges, or agriculture colleges, as they are called. These institu- 
tions, most of them, emphasize agriculture, forestry, water relation- 
ships, engineering, and other similar fields of study. During the 
years the closest cooperation has been built up between these two 
agencies, the colleges and the Department of Agriculture. The result 
is that the Forest Service, as well as other divisions of the Department 
of Agriculture, have the benefit of advice and often direct help from 
the experts in the colleges and vice versa in soils, plant diseases, insect 
control, irrigation practice, erosion control, and the other important 
functionings of the colleges which so directly relate to rural welfare. 

I may say that in our own college, people from the range experi- 
mentation stations, many of them are ex officio members of our fac- 
ulty and sit with us on these common problems which affect the 
State and the Nation. 

The experiment stations and the extension services of the colleges 
have developed universally throughout the United States a feeling 
of fellowship with the Department of Agriculture and the Forest 
Service as relating to the common problems which confront them. 
All are in intimate touch with the needs of the people. 

It is for these reasons that, over the years, [ have come to the con- 
clusion that the Department of Agriculture in its policies and the 
principles which underlie its attitude and its resulting practices is 
better adapted than any other Federal agency to represent our Gov- 
ernment in relation to natural resources “(other than those as stated 
relating to mining and minerals). Iam, therefore, of the opinion that 
it would be highly desirable to transfer the management of the forest 
and range lands of the Bureau of Land Management to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, which would result in bringing together for the 
benefit of all of these lands the vast experiences and research of the 
Department of Agriculture and of the closely coordinated colleges 
of agriculture and experiment stations in the fields of grass, timber, 
food crops, water, and soil. 

Because of long experience with the Forest Service, with its workers, 
from the humblest field assistant to the highest offices, I have come 
to feel great admiration for the discipline, the high morale, and the 
complete dedication of the service to the public welfare. Nowhere 
have I seen a better example of workers truly construing their public 
office as a public trust. Anything which would interfere with this 
fine coordinated development would be unwise and might be seriously 
damaging to our country. 

Thank you. 

The CuamrmMan. Thank you, Mr. Peterson. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Underwood ? 

Senator Unprerwoop. Mr. Peterson, if the operation of grazing 
lands is not transferred from the Department of Interior to the 
Department of Agriculture, have you any definite suggestion that 
would improve its ‘policies? 
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Mr. Pererson. I think that would be a question of attention to per- 
sonnel and an organization of workers that know the vital issues of 
soil and grass and their relation to crops. 

The CHatrman. Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator Dworsnak. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. I should 
just like to have the record show that in the intermountain area people 
lavd the highest regard for Dr. Peterson for the outstanding service 
which he has rendered during many years as president of the agricul- 
tural college at Logan, Utah. 


The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. I think you have presented 
a splendid statement, sir. 


Mr. Pererson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
(Subsequently the following letter was received from Dr. Peterson. 
expressing further views :) 


Uran SCIENTIFIC RESBARCH FOUNDATION, 


Logan, Utah, October 12, 1951. 
Senator JoHN L. McCLELLAN, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DearR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: I notice that an amendment has been proposed to 
Senate bill S. 1149, which would authorize exchange of lands between the Depart- 
ments of the Interior and the Department of Agriculture, in an effort to over- 
come the difficulties now experienced by these Departments, and the public served, 
by the present division of authority and responsibility and divergent policies in 
management of certain public lands. 

I would like to take the liberty of expressing to your committee my opinion 
that such an amendment would be unwise and would, I believe, complicate rather 
than alleviate the difficulties of Federal land management. 

My reasons for this opinion include the following: 

(1) Decisions as to such transfers as are contemplated would be subject to 
decision or recommendation for decision by budgetary and political influence 
instead of by scientific evaluation of such proposed changes, although, of course, 
such evaluation would be possible under the proposed amendment, but not neces- 
sary. This, it seems to me, would be seriously weak as a policy and should, I 
believe, be avoided. 

(2) Watersheds now of large importance to many municipalities might be 
subject to exchange, thus removing them from Department of Agriculture cus- 
tody where now these watersheds are receiving highly competent attention in 
the interest of the areas and municipalities served. Experience indicates that 
such lands should be left in the Department (Agriculture) which, by policy, long 
experience, and the nature of the training of personnel is best adapted to their 
care. 

(3) Present law prevents additions to national forests in a number of Western 
States, except by a congressional act. Thus the likelihood is that little if any 
addition in these States could be made, except by repeal of the present act, to 
lands administered by the Department of Agriculture under the proposed amend- 
ment. 

(4) The above, and other objections which could be cited, lead, in my judg- 
ment, to the conclusion that the proposed amendment would be essentially an 
avoidance of the real issue; namely, should all federally owned lands of an 
agricultural nature, that is, lands which produce crops such as timber and grass, 
be administered by the Department (Agriculture) which by past long-established 
policy, experience, and personnel has shown aptitude, ability, and integrity in 
administering such lands in the interest of the public. It seems to me that this 
is the essential, and the very important, issue at stake. 

There are other aspects, of course, of the problem before you, raised by this 
proposed amendment. I have mentioned four of the more important aspects, in 
my judgment. 

I am deeply interested, as a citizen, in the whole issue of the proper conserva- 
tion and building up of our none-too-plentiful productive land and I know you 
will pardon me for emphasizing again in this letter as in my testimony previously 
before the committee, the really urgent necessity of seeing to it that these lands 
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are given every care and attention in the interest of their continued productivity. 
Federal policy in their administration becomes of extreme importance. The 
Forest Service has shown such commendable ability, vision, and I am prompted 
to say, Statesmanship, in carrying forward these important responsibilities that 
I feel that all crop-producing Federal land should be administered by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and the Forest Service and I am convinced that no action 
should be taken which would remove from custody of this Service the lands upon 
which our country so largely depends particularly for its food, its timber, and 
thus, in considerable degree, its very strength and security as a Nation. All of 
which is of special and grave significance in this time of world crisis. 
Very respectfully yours, 
ELMER G. PETERSON, Managing Director. 


The CHarrmMan. The next witness is Mr. W. Rulon White, mayor 
of Ogden, Utah. 

Is Mr. W. R. White in the room ? 

(Subsequently Mr. White submitted the following statement 
through Senator Arthur V. Watkins:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
September 11, 1951. 
Hon. JoHn L. McCLeLian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR: Mayor W. Rulon White, of Ogden, Utah, has contacted 
you regarding the opportunity of testifying in connection with the current hear- 
ings on S. 1149. 

His schedule prohibits him from staying in Washington longer than today. He 
has prepared a formal statement expressing his views on this legislation. He 
will appreciate it, as I will, if you will have his testimony included as part of 
the record. 

With all good wishes, I am, 

Sincerely, 


ArtTHurR V. WATKINS. 
STATEMENT OF W. RULON WHITE 


My name is W. Rulon White. I have lived in Utah all my life and have been 
engaged in business in the city of Ogden, Utah, for many years. At the present 
time I am serving as mayor of the city of Ogden. 

I am very glad to have the opportunity to appear before your committee to 
express my views in regard to Senate bill 1149 in which I am very much interested 
both personally and officially. 

As a businessman and public official I have been interested in the report of 
the Hoover Commission and in the steps that have been taken to try to put some 
of the recommendations into effect. I strongly favor the general purposes of 
the report as I believe they are designed to bring about more efficiency and 
economy in the Government service. I believe Senate bill 1149 is on the right 
track in simplifying and streamlining the work of the Department of Agriculture 
and in grouping several land-management agencies which are performing related 
work. I feel sure better service can be given the local people and duplication of 
effort will be eliminated. 

Out our way in the city of Ogden, and in Utah generally, the proper management 
of watersheds is our most important problem so far as the public lands are 
concerned, I am sure Ogden is a good example of many of the other cities in the 
Rocky Mountain States. Water for domestic use, irrigation, and industry for 
power production, all comes from the high watershed land, most of which is at 
present included in the national forests. Utah is rapidly becoming industrialized 
and most of the larger industries require large amounts of water to operate. 
Our main concern is to make sure that these watersheds are kept in good condi- 
tion or are restored if they are now depleted. 

We recognized that our high mountain lands cannot be kept exclusively for 
watershed purposes as other uses must be made of the same lands. This em- 
phasizes the importance of multiple-use management which is one of the major 
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guideposts of the United States Forest Service. For example, we are entirely 
dependent on water from the mountains which lie to the east of us, but those 
same mountains are used for grazing of sheep and cattle; they are used very 
extensively for public recreation; they are the home of many big game; and there 
is a limited amount of timber cutting. All theses uses generally can be combined 
on the same areas but protection of watersheds must be paramount. It would be 
a catastrophe if any other use were given priority over the watershed manage- 
ment, resulting in failure to restore some of our mountainous areas which have 
been depleted or causing deterioration on those watershed lands which are now 
in good condition. 

The philosophy, commission, and purpose of the Department of Agriculture 
has been to administer and conserve through use, the organic or renewable 
natural resources. This is with a view to permanency of use and the production 
of crops on a sustained-yield basis. 

Managed use of these wild land resources is essential to good watershed pro- 
tection and the production of usable water for domestic use, agriculture, and 
for industrial purposes. 

The watershed area above Ogden, and several other communities of Weber 
County, was at one time in public ownership and was under the jurisdiction 
of the Department of the Interior. These watershed lands were disposed of 
by that Department under the various land-disposal laws. As these mountainous 
lunds passed into private ownership they were misused by overcutting of timber ; 
overuse by livestock; and by burning. This condition of impairment of the 
watersheds from misuse of the resources created mud-rock flood hazards that 
were endangering life and property. The quality of water for domestic use 
was being lowered. The water from one of our principle sources of domestic 
supply was becoming unusable from heavy siltation. 

In May 1936 the watershed above Ogden and adjoining communities in this 
county were added to the national forest. With the leadership and cooperation 
of the Forest Service the private lands were reacquired into public ownership 
in part by the city, civic groups, and by the Federal Government. All lands 
acquired by the city and civic groups were donated to the Federal Government 
for administration by the Forest Service in the interest of the watershed- 
restoration program. 

Th Forest Service, through protection, management, and development of the 
natural resources has now restored the watershed-protection influences and the 
usability of the water supply. This speaks well for the policies, program, and 
effectiveness of this agency of the Government. 

In summary, I favor Senate bill 1149 in general as a means of effective economy 
and better management in the Department of Agriculture. I favor item 7 (a) 
(1) in particular because I feel that the production of water, timber, and forage 
belong in Agriculture, and it has been my observation that the Forest Service 
has redeemed very well the responsibility placed upon it. 

The Forest Service in the Department of Agriculture, through its Research 
Department, has developed grasses which are adaptable to the semiarid lands 
of Utah and the intermountain West. They have successfully seeded large acre- 
ages in Utah and other adjoining States, which is restoring lands which have 
not been producing to their full capacity, thus making it possible to reduce the 
use on our steep mountain watershed lands and at the same time providing for- 
age for our destern range livestock. There are many thousands of acres in Utah 
and the West which are adaptable to reseeding. I am firmly convinced that 
if these lands were all turned over to the Department of Agriculture with sub- 
sequent appropriations by the Congress that a-lost resource could be restored, 
1 am convinced that this will be accomplished much more rapidly, efficiently, 
and economically if the land-management services now in the Department of the 
Interior are transferred to the Department of Agriculture. 

I am further convinced that since many segments of society are interested in 
the various resources on our mountain lands that these lands must be adminis- 
tered by public officials who have the technical training and bickground, and 
Who have the broad interest of all the people at heart; and that they must oper- 
ate under regulations characteristic of the Department of Agriculture and the 
Forest Service. 


The CHatrman. If not, Mr. Kneipp, would you come forward, 
please, sir? 
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STATEMENT OF L. F. KNEIPP, WASHINGTON, D. C., FORMER 
ASSISTANT CHIEF, UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE 


Mr. Knerer. Mr. Chairman, I might say that for me this statement 
I am about to make is somewhat in the nature of a swan song and [ 
greatly appreciate the courtesy of the committee in according me this 
opportunity to make it. 


I have a prepared statement, copies of which have been furnished 
the clerks of the committee. 


Tam L. F. Kneipp, 3700 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W., Washington, 
D. C. 

On December 31, 1946, I retired from the position of Assistant Chief, 
Forest Service, United States Department of Agriculture, and now 
have no oflicial status or affiliation whatever. 

The only feature of the bill, S. 1149, upon which I desire to com- 
ment is that part of section 7 which would transfer to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture the functions of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment of the Department of the Interior, except those which relate to 
mineral resources. 

That particular issue is the crux of a complex of problems, contra- 
dictions, and frustrations, which absorbed a large part of my time 
and energies during more than three-fifths of the years I have lived. 
I feel strongly that it should not be considered primarily on the basis 
of tradition, prerogative, and propaganda, but, rather, in some meas- 
ure, at least, on the basis of long-term national security, welfare, and 
progr ess. 

The curse of the public-land situation during the last half century 
has been the tendency to treat it as a matter of departmental precedent, 
prerogative, perquisite, or proprietary executive interest, rather than 
as one of physical and economic fact and sound governmental organi- 
zation. 

My personal qualifications for making that assertion are these: 

[ entered the field of Federal natural resource conservation April 8 
1900, as a forest ranger in Arizona, under the Department of the In- 
terior. When the forest reserves were transferred to the Department 
of Agriculture by the act of February 1, 1905, I was transferred along 
wit them. Thereafter I was a forest supervisor in New Mexico 
for 2% years; Chief of the Office of Grazing Control of the Forest 
Service, Washington, 114 years; Assistant Chief of the Forest Service 
in the nen Branch for 6 years; regional forester, intermountain 
region, Ogden, Utah, for 514 years, and Assistant Chief, Forest Serv- 
ice, W ashington, Lands Branch, for 2514 years. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I might interject a comment of quali- 
fication. 

About 10 years ago President Roosevelt was prevailed upon to issue 
a decree to the effect that until there had been a complete study made 
of all of the public land to determine their characteristics 
no executive agency of the Department should propose 
changes in the status of those lands. 

Asa result, the specific items upon which my comments are largely 
predicated have been in abeyance for a whole decade. And at 70, 
one’s memory is not nearly so retentive as it is at 47, so I might have 
difficulty in specifically citing book and page in support of certain 
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statements I may make, but I think that support could be found read- 
ily in the records of the Department of Agriculture, if need arose for 
its existence. 

Long-standing executive and administrative functions and _pre- 
rogatives tend to take on the sanctity of rights of property, and far 
too many issues of governmental organization are decided not by the 
factors of logic, reason, efficiency, and economy, but by the emotional 
or sentimental factors, such as ‘unwillingness to divest an executive 
agency of a power it has long exercised, or a prestige it has long 
enjoyed. 

If true effectiveness of Federal executive service is ever to be 
attained, it is the broad public interest that should receive such tender 
consideration, rather than the executive agency or the individual 
member thereof. 

When the new concepts of public land and resource conservation 
took form at the beginning of the century there was wide and vo- 
ciferous opposition but coincidentally there was a strong ground- 
swell of support and approval throughout the Western ‘States, as 
well as elsewhere. Thinking people had been appalled by the waste, 
fraud, and unsound procedures and practices and desired their cor- 
rection. Such constructive and corrective action was not then being 
provided by the Department of the Interior. 

Two statutory steps of major importance had occurred. These 
were the Forest Reserve Acts of March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), and 
June 4, 1897 (30 Stat. 11), but these acts had not been very effectively 
or efficiently applied. 

But when Gifford Pinchot began to enunciate the new principles 
of natural resource conservation, many groups throughout the West 
began to see in those laws a remedy for conditions they deemed in- 
toler = In many and widely distributed localities drives got un- 
der way to establish as forest reserves or national forests not only 
areas ee Federal land supporting commercial tree growth, but also 
many areas with little or no tree growth. 

The reason why was that those laws at that time were the only 
existing statutes that gave western ranchers or landowners any pro- 
tection whatever against the intrusion of nomadic stock or any ad- 
verse conditions which affected their interests. 

The Department of the Interior did not strongly resist that trend 
so long as the Forest Reserves were under its jurisdiction, but when 
they were transferred to the Departinent of Agriculture by the act of 
F ebruary 1, 1905 (16 U.S. C. 472), there began an era of conflict and 
cross purpose that has cost the Nation heavily not only in public funds, 
but in deteriorated lands and depleted natural resources. The termi- 
nation of that era has been far too long deferred. 

The transfer of the Forest Reserves from Interior to Agriculture 
in 1905 was recommended by the President, Theodore Roosevelt, and 
the Secretary of the Interior, E. A. Hitchcock. Among the reasons 
cited at that time were: 

To avoid “duplication of work by placing * * * forestry 
* * * the Department of Agriculture,” where the Bureau of For- 
estry already was in operation. 

2. To increase “economy and efficiency.” 

Because “scientific methods are essential.” 
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4. Because “the Department of Agriculture is properly organized 
- equipped to carry on this * * * work.” 

Because “forestry, dealing as it does with the source of wealth 
subeeil by the soil, is properly an agricultural subject. 

To obscure the true situation, the Forest Service has long and con- 
sistently been pictured as an ambitious and grasping i imperialism 
seeking to raid the provinces of other executive agencies. The truth 
is that it foresaw the negative trends that time has made increasingly 
evident and sought to avert them through national adoption of philos- 
ophies, principles, policies, programs, and procedures in which it be- 
lieved, but which were then minimized or rejected by certain other 
executive agencies. 

The belief which has widely prevailed in the Congress that legisla- 
tive measures affecting the public lands are merely battles for su- 
premacy between rival executive agencies has caused a serious and 
perhaps even tragic lag in national action in the sound orientation of 
public-land policies. 

In relation to the 187 million acres mentioned in the next paragraph, 
Mr. Chairman, I want to correct that. I have found since preparing 
this, Mr. Chairman, that the BLM administers 170 million acres of 
what are called vacant and unreserved public lands plus additional 
areas of reserve land administered by agreement and lands under lease 
under the Pierce Act aggregating 16 million acres. 

So that when my prepared statement refers to 187,000,000 acres, it 
should read 170,000,000 acres. 

In the grand total of 186,000,000 acres, there are 8,000,000 acres 
of wastelands, 4,000,000 acres of commercial timber, and 26,500,000 
acres of woodlands. 

In relation to that area of Federal lands, exclusive of those in 
Alaska, there actually exists today an urgent need for decision by 
the Congress on two points: 

One, in what forms of use and service can those lands hereafter 
contribute most adequately and permanently to the Nation’s 
security, welfare, and progress; 

Two, what executive agency of the Federal Government, now 
existing or practicable of establishment, most effectiv ely can ac- 
complish the agreed objectives of public interest. 

At that point, I might interpolate the comment that much of this 
land is actually contiguous to existing national forests or situated 
in relatively close proximity thereto and could be administered quite 
economically as parts of the areas now existing as national forests. 

In a sense, the making of such determinations requires a differentia- 
tion by the Congress betw een or relative evaluation of impressionistic 
paintings versus blueprints or Leena Broad generalizations 

‘an be made to convert a wide array of administrative deficiencies and 
defects into glowing alent of accomplishment. 

In explanation of. that, Mr. Chairman, I might make the remark 
that I have attended hearings during the Jast 20 Congresses, and I 
have heard so frequently statements such as this: “Our - record on re- 
source conservation is outstanding.” 

But there has been no definition of what was meant by “conserva- 
tion.” There has been no expression of qualitative or quantitative 
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standards; it has been merely an impressionistic picture presented 
to the Congress, and very often accepted by the Congress. 

If the committee had the time, the best way it could arrive at the 
true facts would be to place the spokesmen of each agency under oath 
and subject them to technically formulated queries as to the what, 
why, and where, degree, quality, extent, and standards of their activi- 
ties, the true results thereof in terms of benefit or failure, and the 
demonstrable physical, economic, or social ‘consequences thereof. 

If such a precodure were practicable, it might drastically reorient 
prevailing thought, both congressional and public. 

However, Congress does have a half-century record of practical 
results as a guide to action. One basic question is whether the na- 
tional forests have helped or harmed the communities in which they 
have been established. 

My own conviction is that in at least four cases out of five the con- 
sensus among the local people will be that their community is better 
off today because their national forest was established. 

A comparable question is whether the communities which contain 
lands now administered by the Bureau of Land Management have 
been helped or harmed through the principles and practices under 
which these lands hitherto have been used or managed. My own con- 
viction again is that in at least three cases out of five the local con- 
sensus will be that the communities have not been helped very much 
other than by the exclusion of nomadic livestock, but in numerous 
cases actually have been harmed, or have failed to enjoy needed Fed- 
eral aid in resource regeneration, because of the status of the Federal 
lands and the standards of their administration. 

When I say “harmed,” I mean that I have often heard expressed a 
feeling that the adjunctive rights or principles of the Taylor Grazing 
Act in the minds of many people were feared as possibly averting or 
preventing, or at least retarding, the eventual establishment of a sound 
relationship between the dependent ranches and ranch owners and 
the related grazing resources upon which they were dependent. 

An illustration of the whole situation, or an exemplification of the 
whole situation, is afforded by the relief map of the United States 
prepared and photographed by the United States Geological Survey. 
I have a small picture of it here, and members of the committee can- 
not see it, but copies can be obtained. 

It does show the terrifically difficult uplift in the western third of 
the United States. 

The Cuarrman. It may be filed with the committee. 

Mr. Knerrer. In the western one-third of the United States, an area 
of about 725,000,000 acres, the topographic and drainage conditions 
are more complex than in any other part of the Nation. To those 
who traverse the West, a striking consistency of pattern is evident. 

In and marginal to the valley floors are the productive farm lands, 
hay meadows, and pastures. Verging them are the foothills, import- 
tant as spring and fall ranges for domestic livestock. Above the 
foothills are the mountains, the sources of supply for timber, for 
summer pasturage, and, most important of all, the water which fills 
the reservoirs upon which depend the economic life of the local com- 
munities and the welfare of the more remote centers of population. 
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Nature and providence have afforded man a perfect setting for a 
highly productive social and economic organization. Properly con- 
served and utilized, the complex of natural resources would per- 
manently guarantee local and national prosperity, progress, and 
security. 

But each element of the resource structure is inseparably related 
to the others. When one is destroyed or impaired, all others are 
adversely affected. Uncoordinated and conflicting policies of land 
use and management react adversely on the integrity of the natural 
entity and the welfare of the people dependent on it. 

I might interpolate there, Mr. Chairman, that uncoordinated and 
conflicting policies of land use and management have continuously 
prevailed throughout the past and still prevail in these very environ- 
ments to which I am referring, and their elimination is very much to 
be desired. 

It should be remembered that successive waves of home seekers 
have swept to the Pacific coast and back again, seeking out the lands 
upon which prudent men would be justified in expending their lives 
and resources. Three generations of prospectors have explored every 
visible indication of the existence of mineral wealth. Tremendous 
acreages have been granted to railroads and to the States. 

The areas valuable as national parks and as national forests, or 
for the use and occupancy of the Indians or for purposes of reclama- 
tion, have been reserved. 

In consequence, the lands now administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management, exclusive of the O. and C. revested lands, and 
some other minor categories, are lands which are not capable of 
rewarding private enterprise in permanent ways. Only as wasting 
resources or as means of establishing monopolistic controls do they 
now offer much temptation to private ownership. 

The old objectives of the public-land laws are no longer practicable 
of realization, except in those rare and negligible instances where 
valuable tracts have been held for a half century under some form 
of withdrawal from private entry or appropriation and are then 
released from withdrawal. 

Confirmatory of that statement, Mr. Chairman, I may remark that 
several years ago there was some agitation about the sale of these 
BLM grazing lands, or Taylor grazing lands, to the stock growers 
who use them. And, if I remember correctly, the stock growers ex- 
pressed the opinion that an average value or price of about 75 cents 
per acre would be the fair value of those lands. 

Now, I submit that lands which are correctly evaluated at 75 cents 
per acre cannot possibly have much of an appeal under the home- 
stead laws, the public-land laws, which hitherto have been enforced 
by the Department of Interior. 

Thus, with the exception of the O. and C. revested lands and some 
other minor areas, the greater part, if not all, of the 170,000,000 acres 
administered by the Bureau of Land Management in the continental 
United States consists largely of the dregs of the once great public 
domain. ; 

Besides the O. and C. revested lands there are 2,000,000 other acres 
classed as forest and 25,000,000 acres classed as woodland. 


&8670—51— -27 
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A considerable acreage is classed as wasteland. Much of the acreage 
receives less than 14 inches of annual prec re much is subject 
to killing frosts almost 300 days out of the year; much of it has shallow 
soil mantles that would be ‘quickly chinued or eroded if tilled; 
much of it will support only 10 head of cattle per section, some of it 
only 5 head. 

Notwithstanding those facts, a considerable school of thought 
argues, nevertheless, that the lands should be passed to private owner- 
ship so that they could be placed on the tax rolls. 

There is no magic in private ownership that can extract from such 
lands any appreciable return in taxes over and above the costs of 
conserving the economic potentials of such lands. After the taxes 
had been paid and other inescapable costs had been met, and after 
the lands had suffered the results of such processes, the net result to 
the individual owner, to the local entity of government, and to the 
Nation, would be somewhat like the process so aptly described 
few days ago in a preceding statement to the committee: that of a 
man giving himself a blood transfusion from his left arm to his 
right arm and losing a couple of quarts of blood in the process. 

It should be remembered that inferior and relatively unproductive 
lands, the deterioration of which may cause seriously adverse con- 
sequences to the community or the Nation, frequently eat taxes in far 
greater proportions than they pay taxes. : 

For example, in the growing development of the western regions 
one can foresee a tremendous multiplic ation of essential facilities and 
utilities, water storage and control projects, canals, conduits, power 
lines, highways, airfields, and many other things. 

As each such project impinges on a piece of privately owned prop- 
erty, the need arises for extensive and expensive negotiations to estab- 
lish public ownership by purchase or exchange or to acquire ease- 
ments or rights-of-way. The requisite conferences, reports, surveys, 
plats and maps, legal documents, court proceedings, and other steps, 
entail costs to the public far transcending any prior financial return 
the public may have derived through entry fees, purchase price, or 
taxes. 

Just as an illustration, during the war when the Department of 
Justice started establishing the use of areas for defense purposes, 
they had to place millions of acres of public lands in suits in con- 
demnation merely because of various types of rights or entries which 
had been attached to them. 

It seems to me that we have long since passed the time when the 
true nature and indubitable limitations of these residual public lands 
should have been recognized and new legislation enacted which would 
establish for such lands a future status more in accord with the cur- 
rent and prospective needs of the Nation’s economy. The undue pro- 
longation of public-land policies long since outmoded is an indictment 
against the intelligence of the executive branch, and perhaps also that 
of the legislative branch. 

Aside from their mineral resources, how will the lands in the conti- 
nental United States now administered by the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement best serve the future needs of the Nation ? 

Obviously, the optimum production of trees and forage plants will 
be their most important services, because that will directly promote 
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the waterslied conditions through which the best regimen and use of 
stream flow can be effectuated. 

What techniques and skills will be most essential and valuable in 
realizing the full potentiality of such lands to produce timber and 
forage resources? Obviously they will be those which involve the 
effective application of the agricultural sciences. 

What executive department of the Federal Government has been 
established to conduct such activities, has the scientifically and tech- 
nically trained personnel, the facilities and equipment, the cooperative 
relationships with the land-grant colleges and other like agencies of 
agriculture ? 

Obviously the Department of Agriculture. A contrast of the 
plans, programs, projects, procedures, and reports in relation to the 
use of lands for the production of organic resources as issued by the 
Department of Agriculture and by the Department of the Interior 
should be the indubitable answer. 

Recognition of these facts and circumstances led President Hoove1 
in 1932 to present to the Congress a plan of reorganization under 
which the General Land Office and its powers and functions would be 
transferred to the Department of Agriculture. Logic and reason sup- 
ported the proposal and there was every expectation that its approval 
by the Congress would be a matter of course. 

But the registers of the several local land offices were so potent in 
arousing and organizing opposition in the public-land States that 
Congress withheld its approval. 

A few years later an exactly opposite order or reorganization, under 
which the national forests and the administration and operation ele- 
ments and personnel of the Forest Service were to be transferred from 
Agriculture to Interior, was placed before President Roosevelt. 

But after certain Members of the Senate had frankly apprised the 
President of their opposition to the order, and I might say its wide- 
spread unpopularity among the people of the United States, he, in 
their presence, tore the order in two, then tore the folded parts in two, 
and tossed them into his wastebasket. 

So the stalemate has continued over the years. Section 7 of S. 
1149 affords the Eighty-second Congress an opportunity to act con- 
structively in disposing of it. 

At that time, when transfer of the Forest Service to the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, to be renamed Department of Conservation, 
Was proposed in a plan for Government reorganization, S. 3331, 
Seventy-sixth Congress, more than 200 organizations protested. These 
included conservationists, users of the timber, water, range, wildlife, 
and recreational resources, farmers, women’s clubs, chambers of 
commerce, and other groups representing the public. National, 
regional, and local organizations made their views known. 

There follows a quotation from the Congressional Record of March 
LS, 1938, at page 3652: 

The purport of the resolutions- 
said Senator Pittman, at the time— 


is largely the same. They all insist that all functions involving the preserva 
tion and reproduction of plant life and animal life on public lands should be and 
remain in their entirety under the Department of Agriculture and that, in 
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addition, all functions pertaining to water conservation and soil conservation 
should also be and remain in the Department of Agriculture. 

The situation which now exists is absurd. The entire range used 
by a given livestock grower may be within observation from his home 
corral. Beyond his ranch fences and extending a third of the way 
up the slope of the not-distant mountain range is a Taylor grazing 
district. The upper two-thirds of the mountain range is a national 
forest. 

For the earlier and later months if his cattle or sheep are off his 
ranch the rancher must obtain a permit from a grazier with head- 
quarters in one town, at one rate of fee and under one set of conditions. 

For the intermediate months his cattle or sheep are off his ranch 
he obtains a permit from a forest supervisor, whose headquarters may 
be in another town, at a different rate of fee, and subject to different 
conditions. Yet the two separately administered categories of Federal 
lands bear a substantially identical relationship to his ranch and to 
the community of which he is a member, and are integral and in- 
separable parts of the same drainage basin. 

Curiously though, this absurdity is not always as irritating to the 
livestock grower as one might imagine. Capitalization of the. rivalry 
between the two Federal agencies is a common and popular strategem 
on the part of the stockmen. Frequently they imply, and sometimes 
bluntly state, that if the Forest Service persist in some course of action 
to which they dissent they will initiate action to have their range trans- 
ferred to an adjoining Taylor grazing unit; or they may let the grazier 
know that if he is too rigorous in his requirements they will ‘put on 
a drive to be added to the national forest. 

Human nature being what it is, this situation, in my opinion, all 
too frequently has been a deterrent to the effective ac complishment of 
programs of resource conservation required by major considerations 
of public interest and will continue to be so as long as the situation is 
allowed to exist. 

In his mimeographed statement of September 6, Secretary Chap- 
man made this assertion: 

Placing surface administration of the public domain in the Department of 
Agriculture and mineral administration in the Department of the Interior would 


be a real obstacle to effective management of the minerals as well as of the 
surface, 


As a matter of fact, exactly such a division of administration has 
existed ever since 1905 on the 150,000,000 acres of national forest land 
withdrawn from the public domain. It has existed also on the 18,- 
000,000 acres of national forest lands acquired under the Weeks law, 
and related acts, ever since the issuance of Presidential Reorganiza- 
tional Plan No. 3, approved July 6, 1946. 

It has existed also on all acquired Federal lands, other than some 
minor exceptions, municipalities and certain types of reservations, ever 
since the enactment of the Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired Lands, 
approved August 7, 1947. 

If the divided administration of surface and mineral resources has 
worked effectively in the perhaps 200,000,000 acres of F ederal lands 
thus referred to, and presumably it has since the provisions were 
sponsored by Interior, why should a similar division of administra- 


tion be impracticable in relation to the 170,000,000 acres now admin- 
istered by the BLM? 
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Access to public-land records is another point stressed by the Sec- 
retary of Interior. So far as the basic and central land records of 
the United States are involved, those maintained in Washington, their 
logical place would seem to be in the National Archives and Records 
Service, where they would be equally accessible to all parties in in- 
terest, both public and private, and where their filing, maintenance, 
and preservation would be kept abreast of new developments in these 
fields. Actually, a part of the public lands records are now filed in 
Archives. 

So far as the field records are concerned, those of local land offices, 
their maintenance by the Department of Agriculture should be no 
more difficult than is their present maintenance, nor should Interior 
personnel have any greater difficulty in using them than Agriculture’s 
personnel now has. “The number of Federal employees engaged in pro- 
curing record data under the proposed change should not be substan- 
tially different from the present number; the main difference would 
be in the department by which they were employed. 

The Secretary’s argument that ranchers are not clients of the De- 
partment of Agric ulture—see the top of page 8 of his mimeographed 
statement—is an interesting contradiction of long-standing national 
farm policies. The organic resources produced on the western graz- 
ing lands belong more clearly within the realm of the Department 
of Agriculture than that of any other executive department of the 
Government. The returns derived from grazing on the national 
forests, as compared to those from the BLM lands, superficially would 
seem to indicate superiority of productivity and quality in ranges 
administered by Agriculture. 

The Secretary’s comments on the collateral values of the BLM 
lands apply with equal force to the lands long administered by Agri- 
culture. It would be interesting to know how much of the $60 million 
income in 1950 derived by Interior from power revenues equitably 
could be attributed to water flowing from national forest or State 
or private lands. 

The citation of the Pribilof Island seal herd as an example of 
Interior’s constructive and remunerative management of natural re- 
sources was interesting. That seal herd did not come under Interior’s 
jurisdiction until 1939, at which time its numbers and annual kill, 
according to my understanding, were substantially as at present. Any 
large increase in revenues could be attributed to the inflationary spiral 
as readily as to superior management. 

The Bering Sea arbitration was worked out in the middle nineties 
and the ensuing program through which the United States saved and 
restored the seal herds was in full and effective operation many years 
before Interior had any administrative responsibility for the seals. 

Those, Mr. Chairman, are points that, after listening to Secretary 


‘ Chapman the other day, I felt should be brought to the attention of 


the committee. 

And I thank you for the opportunity to bring them to the com- 
mittee’s attention. 

The Cuarmman. Thank you, Mr. Kneipp. 

Mr. Rogers, will you come forward, please? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes, sir. 
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STATEMENT OF JAMES P. ROGERS, ATTORNEY, PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Rocers. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, I know 
you are anxious to get to the floor. I have a prepared statement, but 
I shall not read from it. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Rogers, it will be an accommodation to us if 
you let your statement be “printed in the record in full, and merely 
comment on those high points that you wish to emphasize. 

Mr. Rogers. I shall be hs uppy to do so, Mr. Chairman. 

(The statement referred to 1s as follows :) 


SUMMARY OF STATEMENT OF JAMES P. ROGERS 


The statement is limited to the provisions of section 7 (a) of S. 1149 trans 
ferring the forest management functions of the Bureau of Land Management to 
the Department of Agriculture, and supports the bill as written in this respect. 
It considers only the effect of this section on the O. & C. lands in Oregon. 

The statement expresses the view that of the two available alternatives for 
the management of the O. & C. lands in Oregon: (1) Retain the Bureau’s func 
tions over these forests, or (2) Transfer them to the Forest Service, the lat- 
ter is the most desirable because : 

First, the primary business of the Forest Service is the management of for- 
ests, while a minor port of the BLM activity is forestry. 

Second, forestry is so closely connected with other phases of agriculture as 
to be indistinguishable from them, and facilities of the Department of Agri- 
culture are necessary to Federal forest management functions. 

Third, only the Forest Service is experienced in or has facilities for forest 
protection. 

Fourth, the Forest Service has the better record in experience, facilities, and 
the vitally necessary factor of the high degree of cooperation which is re 
quired for a solution of the checkerboard ownership pattern of the O. & C. lands. 


STATEMENT 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: My name is James P. Rogers. I 
am a lawyer from Portland, Oreg., a member of the law firm of Hart, Spencer, 
McCulloch, Rockwood & Davies. Our office address is 1410 Yeon Building. 

The future of our State generally is more intimately affected by section 7(a) 
of S. 1149 than that of any other State in the Union, for in addition to a good 
deal of public domain and Taylor Grazing Act lands, the State of Oregon has 
wholly within its borders the so-called O. and C. lands, that checkerboard own- 
ership pattern of roughly 2,130,000 acres of timberland on the west side of the 
Cascades and right in the heart of the Douglas fir area. From the forests and 
their products we people of Oregon derive about 60 percent of our total income, 
directly and indirectly. 

So you may be sure that from the inception of the proposals to reorganize the 
executive branch of the Federal Government those of us who have any knowl- 
edge of or experience with the management of our Federal forest resources have 
been most keenly interested indeed in what would be done with the management 
of these O. and C. lands. It is to that problem, answered by the bill before you, 
that I should like to address myself, 

I was very interested to hear the views expressed to you by the See- 
retary of the Interior last Thursday, but hardly astonished to learn that he was 
not favorably disposed to legislation which would take a bureau out of his De- 
partment and put it in another. By the same token it is a safe prediction that 
the Secretary of Agriculture will think highly of that provision of the bill. Each 
man, in all honesty, earnestness and vigor, will come to a conclusion exactly 
the opposite from the other. And if he did not do so I expect it could be said of 
him that he was derelict in his duty to the department he heads. 

And this division of opinion between Secretaries is, I am sure, representative 
of opinion in my country, among those who have any knowledge of the subject 
at all. 





REG. 


chow 
. but 


us if 
erely 


‘rans 
Pent to 
spect. 


s for 
func 
e lat- 


f for- 


re as 
Agri- 


‘orest 


, and 
Ss re 
ands, 


; ee 
neer, 
ie. 

7(a) 
good 
i has 
own- 
f the 
sand 
‘ome, 


e the 
10Wl- 
have 
ment 
you, 


Sec- 
was 
; De- 
that 
Lach 
ictly 
id of 


itive 
ject 


REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 411 


So in appearing before you I am not representing any views but my own. I 
am counsel for the forest conservation committee of the Pacific Northwest For- 
est Industries, a long name for a group of private commercial forest owners in 
the Douglas fir region who have banded together to encourage the growing, 
proper protection, and cutting of timber. But I do not represent them in this 
matter at all, nor do they even know I am here before you. I think it is a safe 
Statement that nobody can represent them individually or collectively on this 
bill. Ido know that nobody does. 

But there is one point on which I think nearly everyone would unite: Most 
would solidly oppose the placing of all natural resource Inanagement into one 
superdepartment, whether you called it a Department of Natural Resources 
or retained its present name of the Department of the Interior. The support 
for letting the present situation alone, so far as land management is concerned, 
comes from those who believe that a little competition between Government 
agencies is as sound as it is between private businesses. The support for placing 
the O. and C. lands under Forest Service management springs from the belief 
that these intermingled forests should all be managed by an agency primarily 
devoted to forestry. 

But I know of no responsible segment of opinion in my State or in the West 
that would not think we were paying too high a price for efficiency if we put 
all our federally owned natural resources in one department. ‘The English 
language does not provide expression for a statute clear and strong enough to 
protect against that kind of power. There are efficiencies possible in Government 
that a free people will not long survive. 

Candor compels me to admit that until about 2 years ago I was of the “com 
petition-between-agencies” school, But I have now come to the notion that 
the problems created by this intermingled ownership pattern peculiar only to 
these lunds may prove to be insoluble under present laws, but that before we 
confess defeat the Forest Service should have an opportunity to try its hand, 
which is the hand of the expert forest agency of the two. Thus I am of the 
belief that if the Congress were to enact no other part of S. 1149 but section 7 (a) 
as it relates to the timber management functions of the Bureau of Land Manage 
ment, it would have taken a step forward in the public interest. My reasons 
for this conclusion may be of some assistance to the committee. 

First, the primary business of the Forest Service is the management of forests, 
while a very minor part of the Bureau’s activity is related to that end. In the 
11 Western States the Bureau of Land Management has under its jurisdiction 
about 136 million acres, of which 64) million, or 4 percent, are timbered at all 
and only 244 million, or less than 2 percent, are solid timberlands in the true 
sense, In these same States the Forest Service also has under its jurisdiction 
about 136 million acres, of which 53 million, or 39 percent, are substantial forest 
lands. These figures disclose not only how minor timber acreage is in the 
Bureau, compared to that of the Forest Service, but they show also the com- 
parative experience because of volume and concentration of objective, in which 
all factors are heavily weighted on the side of the Forest Service. In this 
connection also the Forest Service has been managing Federal forests since 
1905, while the Bureau has only been active in that field since 1957. All these 
factors are important in the best management of the ©. and C. lands in the 
public interest. 

Second, forests are so closely connected with other phases of agriculture as to 
be a part of our agricultural scene. We call the lands devoted to growing 
timber crops “tree farms,” for timber is today recognized as a crop exactly 
like any other, differing only in the length of the span from seeding to harvest- 
time and of course in size. 

And a surprisingly high percentage of our commercially available forests are 
found on small wood lots. Of all our privately owned commercial forest land 
in the United States 76 percent or 261 million acres, is in small holdings (ander 
5,000 acres) and of these holdings 139 million acres are on farms. ‘There are 
more than 4 million small wood lot owners, farm and nonfarm, with forest 
properties averaging 62 acres each. 

Bringing these figures closer home: In our two Pacific Northwest States of 
Washington and Oregon, we have 11,700,000 acres of private commercial forest 
land in small ownership and these acres, both farm woodlands and nonfarm 
forest lands, are scattered among 79,100 different owners, for an average of less 
than 150 acres per owner. 
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The point here is that not only in our history and in our literature, but also 
in fact, the farm and the forest are inseparable. And for that reason many of 
the services provided for farms and farmers within the Department of Agricul- 
ture have a forest use also, and vice versa. The Bureau of Plant Chemistry and 
Soils, the Bureau of Entomology and Plant Quarantine, the Soil Conservation 
Service, and even the Production and Marketing Administration, are all engaged 
in activities beneficial to the small farm wood lot owner as well as the Federal 
forests. Thus the logical place for all Federal forest management would seem 
to be under the roof of the department where the major part is now, along with 
these related services so useful in forestry. 

The Seeretary of the Interior in fact bolstered me in my conclusions on this 
point when he said in his testimony that the Department of Agriculture was 
a service department. It is because this is true that forest management is prop- 
erly there. Unlike the mine or the oil well, our timber resources are renewable 
resources. With proper protection against fire, disease, and insect pests and 
avoidance of destructive cutting practices, timber will continually renew its 
bounty. And it is exactly because of this feature that real forest management 
is to protect it and help it grow for use, not lock it up and dole it out to make 
it last as long as possible. That is one of the real distinctions between the two 
Departments which I am glad the Secretary of the Interior brought out, since 
it demonstrates that the Department of Agriculture, not the Department of the 
Interior, is the logical agency to manage all the Federal forests. 

Third, the field of forest protection is almost exclusively, as a practical matter, 
that of the Forest Service. The Bureau of Land Management, for example, has 
no fire-protection services or facilities of its own on O. and C. lands; it con- 
tracts with local protective associations and, I believe, with the Forest Service. 
The same is true of insect-pest protection and control; the Bureau has no such 
service of its own, and consequently, must depend on the Department of Agri- 
culture’s services, which I have named heretofore. This is not a point of vast 
significance; it is only cumulative evidence, in a sense, of the logic of placing 
oll timber management under Agriculture, where it belongs. 

Fourth, the problems created by the checkerboard, alternate-section owner- 
ship pattern of the O. and ©. lands are immense. I mentioned that they may 
be insoluble. Lut if there is a way to manage those lands in the public interest 
I am finally persuaded that the Forest Service has the best chance of finding it, 
and that all these forest lands should be managed by that agency. For it has 
the experience, the facilities and the prime objective of forest management. 
And it has the better record of cooperation in dealing with the public. Lastly, 
the fact that the O. and C. lands and national forests were put under one 
management would of itself be a substantial step forward in solving the complex 
problems created by this peculiar ownership pattern. 

The key to the solution of the forest problems in this area is the word “co- 
operation.” Forest fires, diseases, insect pests, all disregard section lines com- 
pletely ; their ravages must be combatted in concert, by all ownerships. There 
must be access to the private timber over Federal lands as well as to Federal 
timber over private land. If these magnificent forests are to continue to pro- 
duce their yield on a sustained basis, there must be a common programing of 
harvesting, planting, and general silvicultural practices, without regard to 
ownerships. And this cooperation must be genuine, not forced by either side; 
it must be a two-way, not a one-way, street. 

In these circumstances it seems to me the Forest Service is better fitted to 
manage these lands than is the Bureau of Land Management. It has the expe- 
rience of years behind it, and forest management has always been its major 
function. In its department it has the facilities not only for the forests it 
manages, but for the farm and small wood lot forest owners who combined con- 
stitute such a great proportion of our total forest area. And lastly, the Forest 
Service I think combines with these obvious advantages an approach in dealing 
cooperatively with the people, in strict accord with the will of Congress as it is 
expressed in the statutes, which gives the best guaranty available at the moment 
that the O. and C. lands can be managed in the public interest, that is, for the 
most people for the longest time. 

I have not spent any time on the ridiculousness of the dual management by 
two agencies of lands so intermingled as are the O. and C. lands, because nobody 
has yet suggested to the committee that this dual management be continued, so 
far as I know. Even Secretary Chapman, when pressed by the chairman as to 
what should be done with the O. and C. lands if section 7 (a) were stricken, 
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admitted the management of these Federal timberlands should be consolidated 
with that of the national forests. Only he wanted them managed in some other 
department than the Department of Agriculture. Such a solution would be a 
great mistake, I am convinced, for the reasons I have given here. The choice 
is, I think, between letting the present situation remain, with the Bureau man- 
aging the O. and C, timberlands, or transferring those functions to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. I am finally convinced that the latter is the better alter- 
native and is in the public interest. Therefore, I would think that the Congress 
would act wisely if section 7 (a) were retained in the bill as it now reads, or 
even if nothing else but that section survived in the bill. 

I am indeed grateful for your indulgence. 

Mr. Rocers. As set out in my statement, Mr. Chairman, I am a 
lawyer from Portland, Oreg., and a member of the law firm of Hart, 
ae McCulloch, Rockwood & Davies. Our office address is 1410 
Yeon Building in that city. 

Really, the only reason Iam here is because | come from an O. and C. 
State, have had a little experience with that subject, and because sec- 
tion 7 (a) (1) means so much to our State. 

I belies ve that the provisions of that section relating to the transfer 
of the forest management functions of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment to the Department of Interior are sound. 

If there is great controversy about the wisdom of the range transfer 
it might be easy for the committee to insert the words “forest manage- 
ment” between the word “the” and “functions” at line 13, page 6, of 
the committee print on the 14th of August. 

I heard the Secretary of Interior testify and some of the answers 
he made to your questions. It seems to me that there are a couple of 
observations that might be made. 

First, you are not going to get perfect organization or reorganiza- 
tion in government as long as you permit the Departments of In- 
terior and Agriculture to remain separate, but IT am not at all con- 
vinced “perfect” organization, i. e., combining the two Departments, 
is the answer to the problems involved. The disadvantages might 
outweigh any advantages desired. You are going to have to draw a 
line some place, and that is the way I like it. 1 would rather have the 
Congress draw the line between the departments than have a Secre- 
tary draw the line between bureaus. 

Senator Moony. Mr. Rogers, you say so long as you permit them 
to remain separate. Do you mean we should combine the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and the Department of Interior / 

Mr. Rocers. That has been proposed, in the interest of “perfect” 
government organization, I assume, Senator, and I, frankly, do not 
like that idea at all. There are some kinds of efficiency that are not 
worth it, and that, I+hink, is one of them. 

You can be so efficient that you lose your freedom of process. And 
within reason, I like some competition between Government agencies. 

I think it-is just as wise as to have competition between businesses. 

The history pages of the last 20 years are strewn with the wreck- 
ages of countries that organized themselves so efficiently that they 
lost their freedom eventually in the process. 

Senator Moopy. That is very true. 

Mr. Rogers. So I am not persuaded that by any means it is wise 
to put all of your natural resources under one department, by con- 
solidating the two developments. 
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Now, if you are going to draw a line some place, it looks to me 
as though where you are dealing with timber and minerals the place to 
draw your line is at the surface of the ground. Because underneath 
the ground you manage your minerals “and your oil in a much dif. 
ferent w ay than you do the timber on top of it. The timber on top 
will replenish itself forever as long as you take care of it. 

The minerals will not replace themselves. You dole them out be- 

cause when they are gone they are gone for good. 

So it seems to me that the logic ‘al place to break your jurisdiction 
is at the surface, because of the different characteristics of that which 
you are managing on the top and what you manage underneath. 

Now, the illogical division is the way it is now in the O. and C. 
area, Where you have your line vertically drawn, and it is a line that 
only a surveyor can see, and it is in between the same types of 
resources, 

Now, it seems to me that that is the thing that should logically 
be changed, and that. is what this bill would change. 

do not share the Secretary of Interior’s apprehension that the 
present bill would confuse the situation unduly. I think it would, 
instead, do a lot to unconfuse it, if I may use a new word. 

Insofar as the people who deal with the.two different agencies that 
are concerned, it does not seem to me it makes very much difference 
whether you deal with Interior and Agriculture, or whether you deal 
with two different bureaus in the same department. I have dealt 
both ways, and there is a very little difference actually. 

And more than that, in this situation, at least, I question how many 
times that would ever arise, because few timbermen are miners and 
few miners are timbermen. They are just different businesses 
entirely. 

One very interesting thing is that nobody has yet suggested to 
you that these O. and C. lands, at least, should remain where they are 
and not be consolidated. The only question is, where? In a new 
department? Or, as this bill would provide, under the Department 
of Agriculture? 

The truth of the matter is that it is much more logical, and I think 
much safer government, to consolidate the management of these forests 
under the De partment of Agriculture. It is the oldest; it is the most 
experienced; its primary business is forestry, where the Bureau’s 
forestry business is very minor indeed. 

The forests are crops just like anything else. Our lands devoted 
to raising trees we call tree farms. And the services of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture are the same services that are.available in forestry 
and necessary in forestry. 

And the Secretary of the Interior confirmed that, I think. 

But primarily this checkerboard ownership of the O. and C. lands 
is such that it requires the highest degree of experience and care. 

I don’t know, it may be possible you will never solve the prob- 
lems of those lands under the present laws, anyhow. They may be 
insoluble. But at least I do not think we should admit they are 
insoluble until the most experienced forest agency has had its hand 
at it and failed. 

That is the burden of my statement, Mr. Chairman. 
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The Cuarrman. We appreciate it very much, Mr. Rogers. I think 
we are all agreed that we would like to get this thing consolidated 
somewhere. 

I did want to give proper weight and consideration to the Secretary 
of Interior’s position. It might produce some difficulties, but I hope 
that if we try it, we will find that it would “unconfuse” the situation 
as you stated. 

Mr. Roeers. I think you would. 

The CuarrMan. And not make it worse, improve it. 

Mr. Rogers. I think you would improve it. 

The Cuarmman. Thank you, very much, Mr. Rogers. 

The committee appreciates the presence of all witnesses here this 
morning. This concludes the hearings scheduled on this bill except 
for a further hearing from the Department of Agriculture, the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, ‘and some members of his staff. 

We shall hear them next Tuesday morning at 10 o’clock. 

I believe that there have been a few other requests for personal 
appearances, but we are going to ask those who would like to present 
their views, except the Secretar y of Agriculture and his staff, to submit 
statements for the record. 

The hearings have been in process now about 3 weeks. We have 
tried to hear everyone fully and not limit them in presenting their 
views 

And I may say—and I am sure the members of the committee share 
this view with me—that a rather thorough and informative and help- 
ful volume of evidence has been developed which will enable the com- 
mittee probably to report out a bill that will be much better than the 
draft that we are now studying. 

We thank all of you. 

The committee will stand in recess until Tuesday morning at 10 
o'clock. 

(Thereupon, at 12:40 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., Tuesday, September 18, 1951.) 

(Subsequently a letter was received by Senator John J. McClellan 
from James P. Rogers, and follows :) 

Hart, SPENCER, MCCULLOCH, RockWoop & DAvigs, 
Portland, Oreg., October 15, 1951 
Re S. 1149; exchanges between BLM and Forest Service. 
Hon. JoHn L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Pxrecutive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR McCLELLAN: While I realize you are terribly pressed during 
these closing days of a long and arduous session, I have assurance from your 
keen interest in and constant attendance at the hearings of your committee 
on the above bill that you are concerned to find a workable solution to the 
tangled land and forest management problems now existing between the BLM 
and the Forest Service which would be solved by section 7 (a) (1) of the bill. 

You may recall that Dr. Schoenfeld (of Oregon State College) and I were 
the only two withesses to appear before the committee from the region of western 
Oregon which contains the O. & C. lands. In that appearance I spoke, as I do 
now, only for nyself as a resident of the State with a substantial stake in sound, 
long-term forestry and with considerable knowledge of the problems involved 
from practical experience with them. 

The impulsion for this letter is a report I have had concerning Mr. Lyle 
Watts’ appearance before the committee on the 18th of September. There, some 
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colloquy between the senior Senator from Idaho and Mr. Watts revealed a good 
deal of interest in a proposal to authorize certain land exchanges between 
the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service. This proposal was 
first suggested to the committee by the witness for the Bureau of the Budget, 
I believe. 

Superficially I presume the notion may have some appeal, but I am confident 
that after some reflection the committee will feel, as I do, that (1) such a plan 
would be very difficult to legislate upon satisfactorily; (2) would likely be 
politically very unpopular in the West and especially in Oregon; (3) would solve 
only a minor fraction of the problems now before you; and lastly (4) would in 
doing so create more and still graver ones. For such assistance as it may be to 
you and the committee as a Whole I should support briefly these four reasons 
why it appears the proposal is not in the public interest, primarily as forest 
lands in Oregon are concerned. 

(1) The exchange of lands between the two Departments is virtually impos- 
sible of legislation except as it would either vest almost total discretion in those 
Departments to agree on what lands should be exchanged for what other lands, 
er place the burden of designation in a “neutral” agency such as the Bureau of 
the Budget. It seems a completely impossible task for the Congress to direct 
by specific legislation which national forest lands in the O. & C. area in Oregon, 
for example, should be transferred to the status of O. & C. lands and which 
Oo. & C. lands should become national forest lands. Placing this authority in 
a “neutral” agency by the device of authorizing the President to decide and 
allocate would be almost disastrous, of course, since a decision on such problems 
by an agency unconnected with forestry could only be fraught with the gravest 
consequences. The only other means of accomplishing the objective would be 
tor the Congress to confer on the Secretaries of the two Departments involved 
the authority to agree upon the land to be transferred. And the prospects are 
not bright that such authorization would yield the result sought, for the follow- 
ing reasons: 

(a) The required amendment and repeal of other Federal} statutes would involve 
a formidable task in itself. For example, the present difficulty over the funds 
impounded and held in suspense as the result of sales of timber from the so-called 
controverted lands would be magnified many times. The act of March 4, 1907, 
prohibiting the extension of the national forests except by act of Congress would 
of necessity require repeal. Considerable modifications would need to be made 
in the act of August 28, 1937, in order that the O. & C. lands released from 
Bureau management into the national forests would be relieved of their share 
of the county payments under title II of that act, while the present national 
forest lands substituted therefor would assume such burdens. These are only 
three of probably many statutes which would be vitally affected. 

(0) A similar solution 5 years ugo came to naught, probably for the same 
reasons suggested here. Back in 1947 the senior Senator from Oregon suggested 
to both the Forest Service and the BLM, as I recall it, that they jointly work out i 
program of land exchange to block up the respectively manaxved forest lands in 
the interest of better forestry and better economics in the O. & C. area. It is 
my information and recollection that the Forest Service undertook to prepare an 
agreement involving the exchange of specific properties of each but that the 
Bureau of Land Management refused to execute the agreement. Subsequently 
Senator Cordon held one or more hearings in Oregon on the problem and found 
the opposition to such an exchange so strong (centered principally in the O. & C. 
counties) that for both reasons listed above the project was dropped. 

(2) The project would undoubtedly have wide political repercussions in the 
West. In part this has already been touched upon above, but it should be 
realized that in the Western States any proposal to repeal the prohibition against 
the creation or enlargement of national forests other than by congressional 
mandate would be bitterly and persistently fought. The States and counties are 
having enough difficulties with taxes without the possibility of further removal of 
privately held lands from the tax rolls. This difficulty might be surmounted 
by a provision in the proposed statute that the act of March 4, 1907, is repealed 
only insofar as is required for the carrying out of the purposes of an exchange 
hetween the agencies, but even this would probably be regarded as the first crack 
in the wall by those who wish the Congress to retain the power of creation or 
enlargement of national forests. 

Moreover, there is no valid reason to suspect that the O. & C. counties of 
western Oregon, and hence the State itself, would find the proposal any more 
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palatable now than it was 5 years ago. Though the counties will undoubtedly 
speak for themselves should the proposal be seriously considered by the respec- 
tive committees of both Houses of the Congress, it would seem obvious that any 
proposal which would jeopardize the carefully worked out solution to their 
financial problems in title II of the 1987 act would not meet with the counties 
approval. It must be realized that the intermingled ownership pattern of forest 
lands in the whole O. & ©. area poses special economic problems involved in 
in-lieu tax revenues, and that they are not solved by blocking up lands in only 
a fraction of the area. 

(3) It is not pretended, even by Mr. Finan on behalf of the Bureau of the 
Budget, that the proposal would be any ultimate solution to the problems pre 
sented. It is my recollection that in the colloquy between Mr. Finan and Senator 
Dworshak the former conceded, when pressed, that (a) it would “not really be 
un ultimate solution,” and (b) “it would still leave two departments handling 
land management.” Specifically, of course, it would still leave two departments 
managing Federal forests in the O. & C. area. 

Thus it seems clear this limited solution can be likened to repairing a few 
shingles on the roof when it is the house’s shaky foundation that is the rea! 
cause for cracks in the walls. The eye-catching factor is, of course, that limited 
area of about 900,000 to 1,000,000 acres where the Forest Service manages the 
even-numbered sections and the BLM, the odd. But this comprises only about 
one-fifth of the area managed by the BLM in western Oregon, and a lesser pei 
centage still of lands in that region managed by the Forest Service. Thus only 
a fraction of the problems involved would be solved, even assuming that the 
general authorization of the Congress would speedily result in the exchange 
contemplated, which is doubtful. There would still remain the dual manage 
ment of Federal timberlands in the area with all the difficulties inherent therein 
as disclosed to the committee in its September hearings. 

(4) Lastly, it appears virtually certain that the problems which would be 
created by the proposal are much greater than any benefits which might be 
achieved from it. I presume some saving clause might be incorporated in legis 
lation of this type which would attempt to provide that the legal relationships 
existing between those who deal with each Department and the United States 
would no be impaired. However, this poses another and equally difficult prob 
lem to those heretofore mentioned. There are those who have timber on con 
tract from the BLM and those who are purchasers of Forest Service timber 
under different types of contracts. There are additionally many different types 
and kinds of agreements for access to private and Federal lands. All these and 
many other relationships, both formal and informal, would be seriously jeop 
ardize unless adequate protection were afforded. At the same time it would be 
of little avail if the protective clauses in such a statute were to freeze the present 
practices of each of these two Departments when the lands came into the hands 
of the other. 

In short, for the four reasons expressed above, and others which may later 
become apparent, the slight benefits the proposal might contain would, it seems 
clear, settle little, if anything, of the over-all problems with which the Congress 
is rightfully concerned, and would create a host of others out of all proportion 
to the advantages achieved. It appears to me that the soundest, speediest, and 
most practical proposal is that of the majority of the Hoover Commission as 
expressed in that portion of section 7 (a) (1) of S. 1149 which would transfer 
the forest-management functions of the Bureau of Land Management to the 
Forest Service. 

It may be that the extensive checkerboard pattern of the O. & C. lands, and 
the intermingled ownerships thereby created with private and other owners, is 
insoluble under any administration. However, I do not believe we should confess 
failure and ask the Congress for a major policy revision concerning these lands 
until the Forest Service has had a chance to administer all of the Federal lands 
in the area. Any proposal which does not unify the management of both the 
Forest Service and O. & C. lands in their entirety would appear to retard rather 
than assist in the solution of these problems upon which so much of Oregon's 
economy depends. 

Very truly yours, 
JAMES P. ROGERS 
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TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 18, 1951 


UNrrep STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN 
THE Executive DeparTMENTs, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 357, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. John L. McClellan (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators McClellan, Monroney, Underwood, and 
Dworshak. 

Also present: Representative H. Carl Anderson; Walter L. Reyn- 
olds, chief clerk; Glenn K. Shriver, Miles Scull, Jr., professional staff 
members; and Ann M. Grickis, assistant chief clerk. 

Senator McCie.ttan. The committee will come to order. We shall 
resume hearings this morning on 8S. 1149. 

We are glad to have with us again this morning the Secretary of 
Agriculture and members of his staff. 

Mr. Secretary, have you any further comments to make on this 
bill before we begin with the members of your staff ? 

If something has occurred to you since you testified on September 11 
which you would like to mention, we should like to have it. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES F. BRANNAN, SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE, ACCOMPANIED BY WESLEY McCUNE, EXECU- 
TIVE ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY; JOHN THURSTON, OFFICE 
OF THE SECRETARY; G. F. GEISSLER, ADMINISTRATOR, PRODUC- 
TION AND MARKETING ADMINISTRATION; LYLE F. WATTS, 
CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE; W. CARROLL HUNTER, SOLICITOR, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE; AND RALPH ROBERTS, DIREC- 
TOR OF FINANCE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, may | just say that with me 
this morning are Mr. G. F. Geissler, of the Production and Market- 
ing Administration; Mr. Lyle F. Watts, whom the committee asked 
especially to testify ; the Solicitor, Mr. W. Carroll Hunter; Mr. Ralph 
Roberts, the Director of Finance of the Department; and Mr. McCune 
and Mr. Thurston, of my office. 

At the last hearing, Mr. Chairman, you asked us to elaborate on 
the relative costs of the PMA county committee system as it now 
operates and as proposed by the bill. I have the material for the 
record this morning. 
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You also asked, Mr. Chairman, if I would make available to the 
committee material relating to the activities of the Citizens Com- 
mittee which I thought beneath its dignity. That material is also 
submitted. (The material referred to appears in the hearing of Sep- 
tember 11, p. 350.) 

Senator McCietitan. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. The statement 
which you have presented entitled “Use of Elected County and Com- 
munity Committeemen in the Administration of Farm Programs, 
dated September 18, 1951, may be printed in the record, together 
with the accompanying chart or table. 

(The statement and chart referred to are as follows:) 


USE OF ELECTED COUNTY AND COMMUNITY COMMITTEEMEN IN THE 
OF FARM PROGRAMS 


ADMINISTRATION 


The administration of PMA programs by elected county and community con- 
mitteemen at the county and local levels is the most economical way in which 
this job can be done. 

In the fiscal year 1951 the PMA county committeemen worked an average of 
51.4 days each at an average salary of $8.10 per day. The average annual salary 
cost per county committee for three committeemen was $1,249. The total num- 
ber of man-days worked (9,093 committeemen at 51.4 man-days each) was 467,380, 
the equivalent of 1,798 man-years of 260 days each. Eight dollars and ten cents 
per day for 260 days is equivalent to an annual salary of 2,106. The total salary 
cost for all county committeemen in 1951 was $3,786,588 

To replace these men with Federal employees who were qualified for the work 
only on the basis of their knowledge of agriculture would cost not less than 
$5,825 per man-year and probably more. ‘The most nearly comparable job, that 
of county agricultural extension agent, pays $4,565 per annum, national average. 
To supply an equal number of man-years with Federal employees would in- 
crease the cost by a minimum of $3,090,762, or by $4,417,686 if the salaries paid 
were comparable to those received by county agents. To furnish one Federal 
employee to replace the county committee in each of 3,081 counties would in- 
crease the cost by $7,806,987 or by $10,043,865 if the county agent average salary 
was paid. 

During the same fiscal year the PMA community committeemen worked an 
average of 6.8 days each at an average salary of $7.44 per day. The average 
annual salary cost per county was $1,444 (86,541 community committeemen 
averaging 6.8 days at $7.44, divided by 3,031 counties). The total number of 
man-days worked (86,541 committeemen at 6.8 days each) was 588,479, the 
equivalent of 2,263 man-years of 260 days each—$7.44 per day for 260 days is 
equivalent to an annual salary of $1,934. The total salary cost for community 
committeemen in 1951 was $4,376,642. 

‘To replace these men with Federal employees who were qualified for the work, 
again only on the basis of their knowledge of agriculture, would cost not less 
than $3,100 per man-year, a grade GS-5. To supply an equal number of man- 
years With Federal employees would increase the cost by $2,638,658. To furnish 
one Federal employee to replace the community committeemen in each of 3,018 
counties (there are no community committeemen in Nevada) would increase 
the cost for personal services only by $4,979,158. There would undoubtedly be 
a material increase also in travel costs. 

PMA county and community committeemen perform a great variety of serv- 
ices, essential to the successful operation of the many agricultural programs, 
which could not be done by | ederal employees without a long period of training 
and excessive «xpenditures of travel funds. Some of these services are review- 
ing and approving agricultural conservation program practices, allocating funds 
for such practices, recommending practices and farm conservation plans, estab- 
lishing and reviewing acreage allotments and production goals, hearing allotment 
appeals, measuring and computing allotted acreages, reconstituting farms, hold- 
ing producer referendums, collecting marketing quota penalties, inspecting stor- 
age facilities and grain in storage, erecting storage bins, purchasing commodities, 
disposing of commedities, checking employment of child labor and wage 


rates 
for farm laborers, selling 


crop insurance, collecting premiums and determining 
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farmers’ needs for conservation practices, fertilizer, insecticides, farm ma- 
chinery, building materials, feed and others materials and facilities for agricul- 
tural production. 

This work requires direct farmer contacts, comprehensive knowledge of local 
farmers and farming conditions and a complete understanding of the science 
and business of farming. PMA county and community committeemen are 
actively engaged in farming in the communities in which they administer agri- 
cultural programs. The majority of them have had considerable experience, 
some over a period of 15 years or more in the operation of such programs. They 
have a working knowledge of agriculture, and particulariy local agriculture, at 
least equal to and probably considerably superior to that possessed by graduates 
of agricultural colleges. 

Federal employees with this experience would be extremely difficult to find, 
and it would be impossible to recruit as many as would be needed. Few of 
the present committeemen would want such employment since they are now 
engaged in farming. It is extremely dillicult to visualize an organ’Zation of 
Federal employees that could furnish the necessary local services which are 
easily and cheaply performed by the PMA community committeemen, without 
incurring additional costs for travel which would equal or exceed the salary 
costs, M 

It is our firm conviction that the present organization of PMA county and 
community committeemen can render far superior service more economically 
than any Federal employee organization that could be set up, and that if such 
an organization were established, it would be 10 years or more before the per- 
sonnel could accumulate the wealth of experience in farm problems and program 
operation that is now possessed by the PMA commitieemen. Such an organiza- 
tion could never satisfactorily utilize the farmers’ viewpoint in the administra- 
tion of farm programs such as is now accomplished through the democratically 
elected system of farmer-member committees in each agricultural county and 
community in the country. 


Salary and erpenses, PMA State, county, and community committeemen, fiscal 
year 1951 


Committeemen imt lary Travel! Total cost 


State : ol $180, 000 SRX89. 109 
County _ e 3, 786. 981. 498 4 768. 086 
Community 5 2 Oe 4D 1 278 642 


Total 2 ore 95, 83 2, 339 1, 161, 498 10, 033, 837 
1 Estimated 


Estimated cost of Federal employces to perform comparable functions 


1 


Man- 201 oat J , Increase 


Level of operation pres- 


years ent cost 


State ae 96.3 $709, 109 S1RO, OOM SRa9, 109 = 
County 1,798.0 | 38, 204, 274 981,498 | 9,185,772 | $4, 417, 686 
Community ; dua : 2, 263.0 | 47,015, 300 1, 471, 198 &, 486, 498 4, 109, 856 

Total ; 4,157.3 | 15, 928, 683 2, 632,696 | 18, 561, 379 8, 527. 542 


1 Man-years equivalent of time worked by committeeman. 

2 Estimated. 

3 Computed at average annual rate for agricultural extension agents of $4,563 
4 Computed at $3,100 per annum GS-5 rate: 

$50 miles per day, at 5 cents per mile. 


Senator McCietian. The other material which you have submitted, 
Mr. Secretary, referring to literature issued by the Citizens Committee, 
along with your letter of September 17, addressed to me as chairman, 
will be placed in the printed hearings at the conclusion of your testi- 
mony of September 11. (See p. 350.) 

88670—51——28 
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Secretary Brannan. I have no further statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Watts is prepared to make a statement with respect to section 
7 of the bill. 

Senator McCrietxan. All right. 

Senator Dworshak, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Dworsuax. I wonder whether Secretary Brannan will be 
available a little later for a few questions or whether he would prefer 
to have them now. 

Secretary Brannan. I am available to the committee at any time. 

Senator McCiettan. Would you like to proceed now ¢ 

If so, you may. 

Senator Dworsuak. I have a couple of questions which will not 
take too much time. 

Since the hearing of last week, Mr. Chairman, I have had several 
communications from the Farm Bureau units in Idaho and other 
letters from other groups interested in agriculture deploring the 
proposal to make any revisions in the set up of the Department of 
Agriculture which might result in greater concentration of power in 
the hands of the Secretary. 

I have here particularly a resolution that is typical of many I 
received, this one being from the Payette County Farm Bureau at 
Payette, Idaho. It was s adopted on September 3. 

I shall not read the entire resolution, but it refers to the 121-page 
booklet which apparently has been presented to many farm groups 
out there, with little advance notice, and with the request that these 
farm groups make some observation on the proposals contained in 
that booklet, all dealing with the so-called family size farm operation. 

I shall read the final conclusion. After many “whereases” the 
resolution states: 

Therefore, be it resolved, That the Payette County Farm Bureau do wish to 
be recorded as opposed to the method of the Department of Agriculture in this 
procedure and that we do oppose any expansion of the activities of the United 
States Department of Agriculture and recommend a curtailment rather than 
an enlargement of such activities. 

Further be it resolved, That we do recommend strongly that the United States 
Department of Agriculture be decentralized and that the administration of 
the affairs of agriculture in each State be done by and through now existing 
appropriate State and county agencies. 

Can you make any comments briefly on that resolution, Mr. 
Secretary ? 

Secretary BRANNAN. Senator, there are two aspects to the resolu- 
tion. One of them I would construe to be endorsement of that pro- 
vision of S. 1149 which does away with the farmer committee system 
and puts the responsibilities of the farm programs apparently in the 
hands of the Extension Service. That has been the subject of all of 
the discussion we have had here so far, and any additional comment 
I could make upon it would be repetitive of what I have said. 

With respect to the second aspect of it; namely, the references to 
the family-farm policy review which we initiated in the Department, 
if the Senator wishes, I should be very happy to explain or discuss 
exactly what we are doing. Then I assume, if you are interested in 
that, you would be in a position to draw some kind of conclusion, 
first of all, as to the desirability of our doing it, and second, as to 
its pertinency to these hearings. 
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I shall be guided by your wishes, Mr. Chairman, and those of the 
interrogator. 

Senator Dworsuax. I do not like to take too much time now—I 
think we have other procedures planned—but I was just wondering 
what was the primary objective of this series of meetings being held 
at least in my State, ‘and I do not know whether those meetings are 
being held in other States, to consider this farm booklet of 121 pages 
to which reference is made. 

Is there some concerted effort being made to crystallize public think- 
ing among the farm groups on either the existing set-up in the United 
States Department of Agriculture or on the proposals contained in 
the bill currently before our committee ? 

Secretary Brann NAN. The family-farm policy review has no relation 
whatsoever to S. 1149 or any of the discussions of the Hoover Com- 
mission, nor have we made any attempt whatsoever to influence public 
opinion for or against this bill. 

The family- farm policy review is, in my opinion, something that 
any eflicient business or public organization would do, namely, re- 
view from time to time the operations of the organization to ascer- 
tain whether they coincide with the existing authorities and are « ‘arry- 
ing out the purposes of the legislation under which we now operate. 
The basic purpose of the review is to make a review out at the grass 
roots to see how well our programs are serving the family farm 
throughout the Nation and to get the recommendations of the farmers 
themselves and of interested ‘organizations out in the counties and 
the States as to changes that ought to be made in our programs in order 
that they may better serve and protect. the traditional American 
pattern of family farming. 

That is the basis of the review. 

If you have time, Senator, I would most strongly urge that you 
read the material. It was prepared by a large group of people in 
the Department of Agriculture working in cooperation with and con* 
sultation with the representatives of every farm organization, repre- 

sentatives of the church groups of the country, and representatives of 
other organizations interested in the broad implications of agri- 
culture. 

Senator Dworsnak. This activity, then, at this particular time has 
no relationship to the hearings being held by this committee or the 
consideration of S. 1149? 

Secretary BRANNAN. It was started before the hearings; but not be- 
fore the Hoover Commission did its work. 

But to the best of my knowledge, and certainly very much within 
my own intentions, it has no relationship to these hearings; and I do 
not think you could find one sentence from one end of that review to 
the other which has any direct bearing on these hearings. 

There is not one word of suggestion as to how the De} partment ought 

to be organized or reorganized. 

There are, however, Senator, perhaps 65 references to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture’s present legislation relating to the family farm 
and rel: ating to our obligation to serve the family farm with our pro- 
grams. 

Therefore, in our program review we took that as the key. 
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Now, that is how the term “family farm” gets in it. As I said a 
moment ago, the National Council of Churches, the National Lutheran 
Council, the National Council of Farm Cooperatives, the Association 
of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities, the National Grange, the 
National Farmers Union, and the American. Farm Bureau Federation 
until the final meeting, were among those invited to participate and 
did participate. 

Allan Kline, president of the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
just as the material was about to go to the field, shifted his gears and 
expected the Department to shift gears, as if we were hydramatic and 
call the proceedings off. We did not do so, and I do not think we 
should do so. 

As a result, we have been under the most severe attack by Mr. 
Kline and one or two of his people. Your material, as you have well 
indicated, is the result of a stimulus from that source. 

Senator Dworsuak. Well, I certainly do not question the right of 
any farm group, wherever they may be located, to consider any prob- 
lems incident to $. 1149. I think it is a wholesome thing to have grass 
roots thinking and guidance. I was merely interested in knowing 
whether there had been any inspired campaign to influence the think- 
ing on the grass-roots level insofar as this “legislation is concerned, 

I think that is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

(Subsequently, a letter dated September 25, 1951, was received from 
Mr. Allan b. Kline, together with copies of communications sent by 
him to the Under Secretary of Agriculture on February 9 and May, 10, 
Senator McClellan’s letter of October 1 to Mr. Kline, together with 
the correspondence referred to, follows :) 


OcroBeR 1, 1951. 
Mr. ALLAN B. KLINE, 
President, American Farm Bureau Federation, 
Chicago, 1, Jil. 
« Dear Mr. KLINE: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of September 25 
setting forth the views of the American Farm Bureau Federation on the family- 
farm policy review program, which was brought up for discussion during the 
recent hearings before this committee on §S. 1149, to reorganize the Department 
of Agriculture. 
In accordance with your request, I am including your letter together with 
a copy of the communications addressed to the Under Secretary of Agriculture 
on February 9 and May 10, 1951, in the record of the hearings. 
Thanking you for advising the committee of your views in this connection, I 
am 
Sincerely yours, 
JOHN L. McCLeELLAN, Chairman. 


AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Chicago, Ill., September 25, 1951. 
Hon. Jonn L. McCLeLian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: Reports indicate that in the questioning of the 
Secretary of Agriculture before the Senate Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments, the matter of the attitude of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation on the family-farm policy review was brought up. 

We would like the record accurately to show the position of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation concerning this matter, and accordingly we are send- 
ing herewith two letters sent officials of the USDA, setting forth the Farm 
Bureau’s viewpoint. The earlier of the two letters is dated February 9, 1951. 
You will note that we indicate the proposed method to be used in the so-called 
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family-farm policy review seemed well-fitted for use “within the Department.” 
This referred to the proposal presented to us the week previously for having 
men from various divisions study each of the divisions. This procedure seemed 
well adapted for the purpose of getting a really critical appraisal of programs 
and administrative procedure at the national level. 

You will notice, however, that the February 9 letter clearly expressed our mis- 
givings regarding the “country end of the suggested operations.” We said: 

“Our misgivings are with respect to that part of the suggested procedure 
which relates to the development of ‘grass roots’ recommendations. This ap- 
proach is fraught with danger. The mere fact that the Department can hold 
some one person—a Federal employee—in each agricultural county responsible 
for the submission of a report on the reaction of local people to suggestions ad- 
vanced by the Department is one which will cause you to be criticized. 

“We have fundamental reservations with regard to a procedure whereby an 
administrative agency of the Government takes an active role in the develop- 
ing grass-roots support for public policy recommendations. Our conviction that 
this is the wrong approach is strongly supported by numerous experiences over 
many years with agencies of the Department. 

“* * * Jt would appear to us to be difficult, probably impossible, for the 
Department to present a set of recommendations to local people all over the 
country without getting into a position where it would have cause to be charged 
with trying to develop support for its own recommendations on a political basis.” 

When we discovered that the USDA apparently was going to ignore our 
recommendations contained in the February 9 letter and was planning to pro- 
ceed with the so-called review at State and local levels, another letter was sent 
on May 10,1951. In this letter we said: 

“Because we have clear-cut policies with regard to our opposition to the 
proposed approach for getting a reflection of farmer thinking, and because many 
of the proposed recommendations are contrary to the policies evolved through 
the democratic processes available to the inmembers of the Farm Bureau, we must 
insist that we be disassociated completely from any inference, direct or indirect, 
that we (1) participated in the preparation of the provisional report, (2) have 
approved the procedure to be followed in making this so-called review, or (3) 
have approved any of the recommendations contained therein.” 

We would call your especial attention to the fact that this first letter, dated 
February 9, was sent immediately after the matter was first presented to the 
Farm Bureau by the Department. As indicated in the letter, we thought it only 
fair to the Department that they have our viewpoint at the earliest possible 
date. This was some 41% months prior to the issuance of the provisional report. 
The May 10 letter was sent 45 days before the provisional report was issued. 

These letters are a matter of record and certainly remove any possible doubt 
as to the position of the American Farm Bureau Federation with respect to 
this matter. 

In order that the record of the proceedings of this hearing may be clear as to 
the Farm Bureau's position and action on this point, we should appreciate very 
much if this letter and the two letters enclosed can be made a part of the record 
of this hearing. It would help to clarify the matter if they could be inserted 
immediately after the report of the interrogation in which reference was made 
to the Farm Bureau’s relationship to the family-farm policy review. 

Very sincerely yours, 
ALLAN B. Kuine, President. 


AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Chicago, Ill., February 9, 1951. 
Hon. CLARENCE J. McCormick, 
Under Secretary of Agriculture, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. McCormick: We sincerely appreciate the consideration which 
prompted your recent conference with our executive committee, and the spirit in 
which the meeting was held. 

The following day we gave some serious thought to the proposals which you 
made. In the first place, let me say that the idea of a thorough review of the 
various activities in the Department seems to us a good one. Further, let me 
say that the method which you have devised for use within the Department seems 
both unique and well-fitted to the purpose of an objective appraisal. 
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With regard to the country end of the suggested operations, our misgivings 
were far greater upon careful consideration than we expressed at the conference. 
It was my intention to try to see you over the week end while I was in Washington 
but a cold kept me in bed. This week I have been out of the office until yesterday. 
I am writing you frankly and as soon as possible because you certainly are en- 
titled to it after the fine way you presented the matter to us. 

Our misgivings are with respect to that part of the suggested procedure which 
relates to the development of “grass roots” recommendations. This approach 
is fraught with dangers. The mere fact that the Department can hold some 
one person—a Federal employee—in each agricultural county responsible for 
the submission of a report on the reaction of local people to suggestions advanced 
by the Department is one which will cause you to be criticized. 

We have fundamental reservations with regard to a procedure whereby an ad- 
ministrative agency of the Government takes an active role in the developing 
grass roots support for public policy recommendations. Our conviction that this 
is the wrong approach is strongly supported by numerous experiences over many 
years with agencies of the Department. 

As we see it, the primary responsibility of the Department of Agriculture is 
to administer agricultural programs in accordance with the general authoriza- 
tions and policies enacted into law by the Congress. In carrying out these pro- 
grams, Department officials necessarily must make many decisions. Depending 
upon the nature and importance of these decisions, the Department may, or may 
not, find it desirable to consult with interested groups or members of Congress 
before acting; however, the ultimate responsibility for the administrative de- 
cisions necessary to effectuate the agricultural policies laid down by Congress 
must rest with the Department. We believe that this is generally recognized, 
and that it presents no serious problems. 

A much more difficult problem arises where the Department feels that a situa- 
tion requires legislation to authorize a new program or to permit a major change 
in an existing program. In such cases, the Department has an obligation to pre- 
sent to the Congress the best recommendations it can develop. Here again, the 
Department may, or may not, find it desirable to check with interested groups 
and Members of Congress before submitting recommendations. In some cases, 
the Department may find it desirable to make its recommendations public, and to 
provide a general opportunity for interested groups to submit comments, before 
formally recommending legislation. 

Recommendations which prove to be noncontroversial stand a good chance of 
obtaining congressional approval without difficulty. Where issues do prove to 
be controversial, the people and their elected representatives in Congress should 
be allowed to reach a decision on the merits of the issue and without an executive 
agency attempting to develop public opinion behind its recommendations. It 
would appear to us to be difficult, probably impossible, for the Department to 
present a set of recommendations to local people all over the country without 
getting into a position where it would have cause to be charged with trying to 
develop support for its own recommendations on a political basis. 

Again let me express our appreciation, as an executive committee, for your 
presentation of this matter to us, Also, I should like to say personally that I am 
deeply appreciative of the philosophy which you expressed to us with regard to 
rural living. 

Very sincerely yours, 
ALLAN B. Kine, President. 


AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Chicago, Tll., May 10, 1951 
Hon. CLARENCE J. McCorMiIck, 
Under Secretary of Agriculture, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. UNDER SecRETARY: In a meeting held at the offices of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture on Wednesday, May 9, Roger Fleming, secretary-treasurer 
of the American Farm Bureau Federation, speaking in behalf of the organization, 
presented our point of view with regard to the United States DA plan to conduct 
a family-farm policy review. The purpose of this letter is to make our position 
a matter of record. 

In my letter dated February 9, 1951, to you on this subject, I expressed our 
firm belief that it is not possible to obtain an unbiased appraisal of the Depart- 
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ment of Agriculture’s activities through a survey conducted by the affected 
Federal employees. Certainly, it is not a proper way for evolving farm-policy 
recommendations. The proposed approach is the sort of procedure which would 
recommend itself to an authoritarian government. It does not seem to us to be 
consistent with true democratic processes or with the local responsibility, with- 
out which self-government cannot be expected to survive. 

Because we have clear-cut policies with regard to our opposition to the 
proposed approach for getting a reflection of farmer thinking, and because many 
of the proposed recommendations are contrary to the policies evolved through 
the democratic processes available to the members of the Farm Bureau, we 
must insist that we be disassociated completely from any inference, direct or 
indirect, that we (1) participated in the preparation of the provisional report, 
(2) have approved the procedure to be followed in making this so-called review, 
or (3) have approved any of the recommendations contained therein. 

We do this in the firm conviction that the welfare of the farm people of this 
country can best be served, and the general welfare can best be promoted, by 
avoiding the process which apparently is to be followed by the United States 
DA in this family farm-policy review. In the meantime, Farm Bureau members 
will continue their efforts through their own free, independent, nongovern- 
mental, unfettered organization—which is paid for by farmers and run by farm 
ers—to promote those policies and programs which, in the judgment of the 
members, will best promote progress. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLAN B. Kine, President. 

Secretary BRANNAN. May I say that there has been an inspired cam- 
paign to embarrass the Department of Agriculture arising out of this 
matter. Iam happy to say that I am sure you do not associate your- 
self with it. But it has gone to extreme lengths, as witness the recent 
newspaper account of a speech by Mr. Fleming of the Farm Bureau's 
Washington office, in which he says that the family farm concept orig- 
inated with Alger Hiss. 

Now, that is the kind of business we are up against, with Mr. Kline 
having shifted gears on us. I would be happy if this committee, or 
any other committee, ever wants to go into this matter in full detail. 
We are thoroughly prepared for it. 

Senator McCie tian. Mr. Secretary, I would like to make this ob- 
servation: I have received from my State, from farmers and the farmer 
press, editorial criticism of this program and the way it is being con- 
ducted. I do not think this is the proper place or time to go into it, 
and, therefore, I am not going to inject it into this proceeding for the 
purpose of making any study. I should like, however, for you to 
submit to this committee, aside from these hearings, a copy of the 
publication that has been referred to, together w ith any other litera- 
ture incident to this program, and also a statement from you, Mr. 
Secretary, as to the program, the purpose of it, and how the work is 
carried on. 

Secretary Brannan. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCienian. As I say, I do not think it belongs in this hear- 
ing; but since we are receiving criticism of it, of course it is the duty 
of this committee to study the operations of government at all levels 
and, of course, it would also be proper for the Agricultural Commit- 
tee to look into the matter. Im the meantime, if you will submit to us 
that information and those documents so that we can check them, that 
will be appreciated. 

Secretary Brannan. I should lke to make the document available 
to the committee, and, of course, we are very happy to discuss it at 
any time. 
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Senator McCierxan. I am sure you are. 

Secretary Brannan. I most respectfully say, Mr. Chairman, that 1 
recommend strongly that the committee look through the book. It is 
one of the most concise analyses of the Department’s operations at this 
time that is available. 

Senator McCietian. Mr. Secretary, it may be quite proper, and the 
committee might even applaud you for it. Idonot know. Iam saying 
that we are receiving these criticisms, but I do not think that it is 
proper to take the matter up in this hearing. It probably has no place 
in the consideration of this particular bill. But if you will submit 
that to the committee, together with a statement from you, we will 
appreciate it very much. 

Secretary BRANNAN. Yes, sir. 

(Further information submitted by Secretary Brannan follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, October 19, 1951. 
Hon. Joun L. McCLetvan, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: At the hearing on S. 1149 on September 18, 1951, 
you asked that I submit a copy of of the Provisional Report on the Family Farm 
Policy Review, together with a statement as to the background and purpose of 
this review. 

I am attaching the statement requested, together with a copy of the provisional 
report and other material’ issued in connection with the review. The statement 
indicates the general background of this undertaking, the groups participating, 
and the purpose of the review, and includes quotations from a number of agri- 
cultural, church, and other organizations indicating their opinions of the re- 
view. It should be pointed out that the general reaction to the review has been 
very much in its favor and that there has been general interest and enthusiasm 
in most sections with respect to the idea of affording local and other organiza- 
tions an opportunity to participate in a review of the Department’s programs. 

In view of the public attention which the matter has received and the misun- 
derstandings which have arisen in some quarters. I should appreciate it very 
much if this statement could be inserted in the record of the hearing. I under- 
stand that Mr. Allan B. Kline, president of the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion, has asked to have two letters which he wrote the Department earlier this 
year regarding the review inserted in the record. I think it would make it easier 
for people to understand what the discussion at the hearing was about if the 
attached statement could be inserted. 

I am also attaching a copy of a letter dated May 25, 1951, from the Under Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to Mr. Kline replying to his letter of May 10. I should 
appreciate it if this could also be inserted in the record in order that the ex- 
change of correspondence between Mr. Kline and the Department may be com- 
plete. 


x . 
With kind regards, I 
Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES F. BRANNAN, Secretary 


SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE CHARLES F. BRANNAN 
BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE FAMILY FARM PoLicy REVIEW 


In such times of national emergency as now confront this country there is 
an ever-increasing need for the maximum effort on the part of all agencies of 
Government to make certain that the programs they are operating are being 
“arried out in the most efficient and effective and economical way possible. 


!The Provisional Report and other material referred to on file with the committee. 
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Although the Department of Agriculture—as any good operating adminis- 
trative agency should—is constantly studying its operations from the standpoint 
of improving efficiency and otherwise giving maximum assistance to the Ameri- 
can farmer as authorized by the Congress, it seemed desirable that at this time a 
very thorough study of our operations in terms of their objective, methods, and 
efficiency should be undertaken. Such a study could be undertaken by the 
existing staff with relatively little additional expense and could be completed 
in a few months. 

In searching for the best common denominator of objectives for the programs 
of the Department of Agriculture, the decision was reached that this denominator 
was how the programs served the American farm family. There are many recita- 
tions in the statutes authorizing the programs of the Department which indicate 
that the principal objective, or at least the major objective of practically all of 
them, is service to the family farmer. Hence, the Family Farm Policy Review 
was selected as the identification of the program study. Our objective bas been 
to carry on this study along with our other work during 1951. 

Before discussing in greater detail what was contemplated by the Family Farm 
Policy Review, it may be wise to state what it is not. First, it is not a poil of 
farmer opinion on any subject whatsoever. It has not been handled as a pou, 
and the results will not be measurable in statistical form. Second, it does not 
constitute the usurpation of the function of any other organization, public or 
private. As a matter of fact, all farm organizations, church organizations, and 
others were asked to participate in the preparation of the initial study material 
and at all levels of discussion. It is to be noted that all groups participated in 
a very wholehearted way, with one exception. Third, there is no intent nor, as 
a matter of fact, would it be possible, to use the material in any way to influence 
the judgment of the Congress in legislative or other matters. ‘The results of 
the review will be available for use in the formulation of the Department’s rec- 
ommendations if and when asked for by the Congress. Such recommendations 
will be identified as the Department’s and not characterized as the views of 
farmers. 

OUR ONLY PURPOSE 


There has been an attempt to assume that we have a new program and are 
attempting to sell it to the country through this review. There is certainly 
no basis for that assumption; there has been no attempt whatever to sell any 
ideas to anyone. Instead, we are quite frankly asking for ideas and suggestions 
from the farmers themselves. I believe all of our memoranda have made it 
quite clear that the Provision Report compiled to launch this review is in- 
tended only as a guide to discussion leaders, providing material as a basis for 
consideration by local farm groups in formulating their own ideas and recom- 
mendations with complete freedom. 

We have not asked for any vote of approval or disapproval of the provisional 
report. As far as we are concerned, the farmers have been free to toss aside 
entirely the tentative recommendations made to stimulate their discussions, 
and come up With their own instead. That has been our objective. 

All that we are doing is asking everyone interested to take a good look at our 
present programs and tell us if they are serving the family farms properly, or 
whether changes need to be made. 

We feel that any group sincerely interested in agriculture should welcome 
such an opportunity for a constructive, critical analysis of our efforts. Across 
the Nation generally, that has been the reaction to this family farm policy 
review, despite a concerted effort of the president of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation to distort its purpose and make it some kind of a political 
issue. 


THE BACKGROUND 


From its very inception, the Family Farm Policy Review has been and con- 
tinues to be a reappraisal and reexamination of the authorized programs of the 
Department to ascertain whether or not they are being utilized and are properly 
constituted to best serve family farming in the United States, 

The Department of Agriculture maintains a standing policy and program 
committee consisting of representatives from each agency in the Department, 
to conduct a continuing review and study of ways of improving our programs, 
policies, and service to agriculture. 
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The current review is part of that continuing study. 
As a program appraisal and review, it could have well been undertaken as a 
routine matter by the Department. It could have been well undertaken by the 
staff in Washington alone. But it seemed to us that the field organization of 
the Department should be given an opportunity to express its views, and in so 
doing to secure the reactions of farmers as to how the programs were affecting 
them. It also seemed to us advisable to consult the farm organizations, church 
groups, land grant colleges, and other groups interested in the American farm. 
Hence, the inclusion of our whole Department field force and outside organiza- 
tions in the study and review. 

For this specific purpose, a family farm policy review subcommittee was 
created, consisting of representatives from each agency of the Department, plus 
representatives from several nongovernmental groups invited to participate. 
Membership on the subcommittee was by agency or organization, rather than 
as individuals, with different persons participating at various times during the 
several months’ series of meetings required to prepare for the broad review we 
have undertaken. 
































































GROUPS PARTICIPATING 


The National Council of Churches, the National Catholic Rural Life Confer- 
ence, the National Lutheran Council, the National Council of Farmer Coopera- 
tives, the Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities, the National 
Grange, the National Farmers Union, and the American Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration were among those invited to participate, and which were represented 
“ut meetings at which the study material 





























was developed, and procedures for 
carrying the review out into the field were adopted. However, the Farm 
Bureau at the final meeting of the subcommittee after months of participation, 
asked to be dissociated from the project. 

















All of these groups have been invited to send representatives again to meet- 
ings of our subcommittee later this year when it undertakes study of the re- 
ports now being compiled from open farmer meetings and discussions at the 
State and county levels, where we have also encouraged participation of church 
Lroups, 




















farm organizations, and other groups interested in agriculture, as well 
as individual farmers, 








PUBLIC REACTION 





The criticisms brought to the attention of this committee represent but a 
snmill minority of the opinion that has been expressed in regard to the Family 
Farm Policy Review. In all fairness I believe some 
groups Should be called to your attention, including 

From the report of a Conference on the Churches and Agricultural Policy, 
sponsored by the National Council of Churches of Christ in the United States 
of America at Haverford, Pa., in June: 

“We are pleased to note the current reexamination of our own land policy 
and practices within the Department of Agriculture, known as the Family Farm 
Policy Review. -We urge the Department to carry this restudy to a conclusion 
and boldly to institute such changes as will make it a full, effective ally of the 
family farm.” 











of the reaction of other 












































From the Reverend William J. Gibbons, S. J., of the National Catholic Rural 
Life Conference: 

“The Family Farm Policy Review of the USDA appeals to me as a good 
summary and guide for further discussion. It is unfortunate that all who are 
professionally interested in agriculture do not see fit to use it as a starting point 
for what should be a most important national discussion,” 

From Ray Gibbons, director, Council for Social Action of the Congregational 
Christian Churches of the United States of America : 

“The Council for Social Action of the Congregational Christian Churches 
vigorously supports the family farm. We believe it embodies many human and 
social values and contributes to others. We are eager to see it continued and 
strengthened as the dominant pattern of land tenure in America 

“We want you to know that we welcome and approve the Family Farm Policy 
Review, which we understand to be a genuine effort of the Department of 
Avriculture to strengthen its programs in behalf of the family farm. We are 
doing, and shall continue to do, all we can to cooperate with the Review pro- 
gram and to solicit cooperation from our constituency.” 
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From the Agricultural Bulletin of the Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond: 
“The Family Farm Policy Review provides farmers and others interested in 
farming with a real opportunity. They are invited to criticise the Department 


of Agriculture and its programs and to assist in improving them. By 


taking 
part in this Policy Review, they will be helping to strengthen the family farm in 
America.” 

From Douglas Stanfield, director of legislation of the Ohio Farm Bureau, writ 
ing in the Ohio Farm Bureau News: 

“This is a survey that the Secretary of Agriculture and his advisers have 
decided should be made to determine to what extent the various Federal 
programs contribute toward the preservation and strengthening of the 


family 
mm -* * », 


I think the programs need to be restudied and reviewed and, 
if we can get some real constructive criticisms on these programs, the farmer and 
the consumer will both benefit.” 

From a resolution adopted by the executive committee of the National 
Union on July 27, 1951: 

“The National Farmers Union wholeheartedly approves of the democratic 
processes and procedures established by the Department of Agriculture for the 
conduct of this Farmily Farm Policy Review, and commends the Department both 
for its cooperation with farm organizations and 
opportunity for all farmers to express their vit 


Farmers 


its endeavor to provide adequate 
ws in this survey whether they 
are or are not members of any farm organization.” 

From Agricultural Labor Bulletin issued by the Natio! 
cultural Life and Labor: 

“In spite of some misunderstandings in a few States, the reaction to the Family 
Farm Policy Review and its purposes have been very favorable. The 
been few signs that the statements of some of the Farm Bureau leadership have 
been backed by the rank and file farmers. In almost every State farmers have 
shown great interest and enthusiasm in the proposals of the Department for 
active local participation in its policy making. In Texas, for instance, the 
Governor set aside a week as Family Farm Policy Review Week. One could 
guess at two reasons for the attack of the bureau 
personal antagonism toward Secretary I 


re have 


leaderehip Allan Kline's 

Srannan: and fear on the part of the 
leadership that many of the proposals of the USDA will be acceptable to the 
members of the bureau.” 

During my testimony before your committee, I called 
deliberate attempts of the national president of the 
Federation to distort the purpose of this Review, centeri! 
attacks upon the Provisional Report. 


tention to some of the 
‘ican Farm Bureau 
around misleading 


When plans for the Review and procedures for compiling the Provisional 
Report were outlined to the farm orgunizations at the very inception of this 
project, Allan Kline, president of that organization, wrote | 
McCormick saying, in part: 

“Let me say that the idea of a thorough review of the various activities in the 


nder Secretary 


, ‘ 
Department seems to us a good one. Further, let me say that the method which 
you have devised for use within the Department seems both unique and well 
fitted to the purpose of an objective appraisal.” 

The criticisms that have been called to the attention of t 
sent but a very small majority of the opinion being reflected at thousands 
meetings of farmers all over the country and are based principally upon mis- 
understanding that has been deliberately created in opposition to our sincere 
effort to obtain constructive suggestions for improving our service to American 
agriculture. 

A better idea of the extent of participation in this review can be gained from 
the fact that 950 community meetings have been held in Tennessee and 760 in 
North Carolina. And those two States are just typical of what is going on right 
across the country. 

CONCLUSION 


In compliance with the committee’s request and for your further information 
I am herewith submitting: 

(1) A copy of the leaflet The Family Farm’s Future, explaining objectives of 
the Family Farm Policy Review and inviting participation of everyone interested ; 

2) A copy of the provisional report and tentative recommendations of the 
Department of Agriculture’s Family Farm Policy Review Subcommittee, com- 
piled with the cooperation of nongovernmental organizations ; 
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(3) A copy of memorandum No. 18 setting forth instructions to State agri- 
cultural mobilization committees for conducting the Family Farm Policy Review : 

(4) A copy of memorandum No. 1280 designating membership on the State 
and county agricultural mobilization committees to whom the Family Farm 
Policy Review has been assigned. 

Your attention is particularly directed to the leaflet entitled “The Family. 
Farm’s Future” for a thorough understanding of this project. On the cover 
of that leaflet I make the following statement which I believe sums up the De- 
partment’s attitude toward this Review: 

“Because so much of the world is rural, every opportunity for farm people 
to better themselves and the conditions surrounding rural life can do for world 
peace something that great armies cannot possibly accomplish. 

“If democracy is to be a continuing source of hope to rural people elsewhere in 
the world, democracy must continue to advance in rural America. 

“Despite the remarkable progress of our agriculture these past 20 years, we 
all know that there are still many problems to be solved. That’s why we have 
Started an analysis of all our programs and agencies to see how we can improve 
our services to the Nation’s family farms. 

“I believe that all farm organizations and all public institutions concerned with 
agriculture can and will unite in a definite, vigorous program to strengthen 
family farming in America.” 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., May 25, 1951. 
Mr. ALLAN B. KLINE, 
President, American Farm Bureau Federation, 
Chicago, Iu. 

Dear Mr. Kiine: This is in reply to your letter of May 10 regarding the family 
farm policy review our Department has undertaken with the cooperation of 
interested nongovernmental organizations. 

As a Farm Bureau member myself, I regret very much that you see fit to 
withhold the American Farm Bureau Federation’s active support from an effort 
so closely linked with the welfare of American agriculture. 

However, I want to assure you that the Farm Bureau’s views on how our 
farm programs can be improved to more effectively serve family farmers are not 
only welcome but desired from whatever level in your organization they may be 
offered : from the counties, from the States, and from your national organization. 

I cannot agree with you that it is not proper for the Department of Agricul- 
ture to ask farmers of the Nation to express their views and recommendations 
on our farm programs, nor your implication that we are endeavoring to bypass 
farm organizations. Certainly the latter inference is not true, or we would not 
have invited all major farm organizations to participate in this review from its 
inception. Our sole objective is to obtain the broadest possible viewpoint of 
American farmers themselves, and ample provision has been made for them to 
express such views freely either through the organizations to which they belong 
or individually. 

I am sure most impartial observers would agree that the procedure we have 
outlined for obtaining farmer reaction is more consistent with true democratic 
processes and local responsibility than any other course could be. 

Such procedure, rather than being any new departure, is entirely consistent 
with the past attitude of the Department of Agriculture. As we all know, it 
has always been the policy of the Department to work closely with the land-grant 
colleges and universities, local farmer groups, and others interested in the devel- 
opment and carrying out of agricultural programs. National, State, local, and 
other advisory groups of persons interested in agriculture have been used for 
many years to assist in developing and carrying out policies and programs for 
the welfare of American farmers. The value of contributions Which can be 
made by such groups was recognized by legislation in the Research and Market- 
ing Act of 1946, which requires that the Secretary establish advisory committees 
to assist in obtaining the cooperation and advice of all persons and organizations 
interested in the objectives of the Act. 

The Forest Service uses informal local associations of national forest range 
users in range-use policy and program formulation. Each such association, of 








REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 433 


which there are some 750, is comprised of ranchers and livestock producers using 
the same range. They function primarily to work out mutually acceptable plans 
for use and management of the range, but this frequently involves advice on 
policy and program matters. On many national forests these local associations 
elect representatives to advisory boards upon which the Forest Service largely 
depends for the determination of qualifications for range permits, upper and 
lets limits for permits, and other advice on policy matters. 

At least annually, the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation holds what it refers 
to as policyholders’ meetings at the county level. As the title implies, all 
policyholders are invited to attend these meetings, and all other local interested 
persons participate in the discussions. These meetings have been found to be 
very successful as an opportunity for the local people to express their crop- 
insurance needs and opinions of desirable changes in the insurance program 
and as a means of developing ideas and bringing about a better understanding 
of the program. Such meetings have been an important factor in bringing about 
a veniuanaberi on the part of farmers that the insurance program is really their 
program and that it will be most effective if it is operated on that basis 

The very lifeblood of the Farmers Home Administration, of course, is its 
day-to-day cooperation with the farm people in working out means for the estab- 
lishment of an economic farm unit. In this connection, not only do they solicit 
the suggestions of the farm families they are assisting, but of other State and 
local groups such as the Lutheran, Catholic, and Methodist rural life con- 
ferences. 

I could cite many more specific examples as ample precedent for the eourse 
we are now taking. 

I understand from your letter that you regard such efforts on the part of the 
Department of Agriculture to keep close to the farm people themselves, to keep 
constantly aware of their needs and aspirations, and to endeavor to reflect such 
farmer thinking in our farm policies and farm programs as being an authorita- 
rian approach to government. If that is your position, I must certainly differ 
from it both as a farmer myself and as a public official charged with the responsi- 
bility of serving other American farmers. 

Even though we may not agree on the procedure adopted in this instance, I am 
sure we do agree on many other aims and objectives for the betterment of agri- 
culture generally which must not be lost sight of just because of some current 
differences of opinion. I want to assure you that I appreciate the continued 
cooperation of the American Farm Bureau Federation on many of our problems, 
and shall always welcome the benefit of your views regardless of whether we 
always agree. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. J. McCormick, Under Secretaru. 

Senator McCuetuan. I may say in addition to that that the com- 
plaint is that students are compelled to attend. They say that it is 
not compulsory, but if they fail to attend they get a cut, and if they 
get four of them they are suspended from se ‘hool. 

Secretary BRANNAN. Well, Mr. Chairman, if we have any schools 
or students under our jurisdiction in the Department of Agriculture, 
other than our graduate school here in Washington, I must confess 
right now that I did not know we had them. 

Senator McCietian. I do not say you had them. I meant that you 
were exercising that authority. 

Secretary Brannan. There is no way in which we could do that, 
nor have we made any such suggestions to any school or college. 

Senator McC.etian. That seems to have occurred in Arkansas, at 
least, and there is some criticism of it. That is something aside from 
and apart from this hearing, and we will not go into it in detail. Are 
there any further questions of the Secretary / 

Senator Monronrey. I believe you testified the other d: ay, Mr. Secre- 
tary, that you did not look with favor on the consolidation of these 
county committees ©n soil conservation and the PMA committees and 
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putting them into a strictly advisory status rather than the manage- 
ment status which we now have. 

Secretary BRANNAN. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Monroney. I wish you would elaborate on that a little bit. 
This bill would cause all of those men who pioneered the establish- 
ment of the soil conservation districts to lose their identity and the 
right of management of both districts, would it not ¢ 

Secretary BRANNAN. Well, now, Senator Monrone ‘vy, if I understand 
the bill correctly, it does not purport to touch the boards of supervisors 
of the soil conservation districts. As a matter of fact, if it purported 
to do so, it would be my own opinion that it could not do so because 
you will recall that the soil conservation districts are creatures of 
Siate law and not of Federal law. Therefore, it could not touch them. 

Just before you came in this morning, Senator Monroney, I sub- 
mitted to the chairman, pursuant to a request made last time, a finan- 
cial analysis showing that it would cost nearly twice as much to do 
the job in some other fashion if you did away with the farm com- 
mittee system, and saying also that the job could not be done half 
as efficiently by a straight-line Government employee working at the 

‘county level. T think that direct administration by Government em- 
)loyees runs counter to every basic principle of the American agricul- 
tural economy as we have seen it develop over the period of the last 
six or seven decades. 

Senator McCietian. If I may say so, Senator Monroney, before you 
came in the Secretary submitted a statement that we requested bine to 
prepare on this very point. I have made it a part of the record. I did 
not ask the Secretary to read it. It will be printed in the record. 

Senator Monroney. That is all. 

Senator McC.Letian. Senator Underwood. 

Senator UnpErwoop. This bill originally proposed to take vocational 
agricultural training and put it in the Department of Agriculture? 

Secretary BRANNAN. It does now, sir. 

Senator UNpErwoop. It does now ¢ 

Secretary Brannan. Yes. 

Senator UNperwoop. I am against that and everybody that I have 
heard from is against it. I understood you to say you were against 
that. 

Secretary BRANNAN. We did not favor it. 

Senator Unprrwoop. Then somebody told me that there was a pro- 
posal to move the Department of Forestry out of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Secretary Brannan. That is not in the bill, Senator Underwood. 

Senator UnpERWoop. | could not find it in the bill. 

Secretary Brannan. That was suggested by the Secretary of the 
Interior when he appeared before the committee to discuss that portion 
of the bill which relates to the transfer of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement from the Department of the Interior to the Department of 
Agriculture. He said that that should not be done and, as a matter 
of fact, that the Forest Service should go over to the Department of 
the Interior. That is the particular subject for discussion this morning, 
as I understand it. 

Senator UNpERwoop. Well, now, you are opposed to that, are you 
not ¢ 
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Secretary BRANNAN. I am, sir. 

Senator UNpbErwoop. Everybody that I have seen and heard from is, 
too. 

Now, just summing up, it looks to me as if everybody that I have 
heard from is against all of these changes. I mean that they are 
against transferring vocational agricultur: al training from the Office 
of Education to the Department “of Agriculture. They are against 
transferring the Forest Service from the Dep: tment of Agriculture to 
the Departme nt of the Interior. They are against messing up the PMA 
committees and destroying that program through any change. 

Now, what is the real merit of the bill? What does it leave that 
is of any value that anybody wants / 

Secretary Brannan. Senator Underwood, we did not submit the 
bill. and there Was a long iist of witnesses who testified before we got 
here. 

Senator Unperwoop. That is right. If you strip it down, the onty 
thing that I can figure out that is left and that might be needed would 
be one more Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. Could not the whole 
thing be clarified and carried out cheaper if we just gave you anothe1 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, or is there anything e ‘Ise in here of 
value ? 

Secretary Brannan. Well, Senator Underwood, I think the pur- 
pose behind the bill was to implement, as far as possible, some of the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission with respect to the De- 
partment of Agriculture. We found in the bill a number of passages 
with which we were 1n agreement and some with which we disagreed. 
You have named some that we disagreed with. We have agreed for 
example that we would be helped by the provisions relating to the ap- 
pointme nt of additional assistant secretaries. 

There are some other passages that put a little more authority for 
organizing or reorganizing the Department in the Secretary of 
Agriculture which, within such limits as the committee cares to fix, ] 
think would be advisable. 

Senator Unperwoop, May I say, with just the highest esteem in the 
world for you and the fine work that you have done in the Depart- 
ment, that there are some of these organizations like the PMA and 
the PMA committees and even some of the soil conservation groups 
that do not want too much change, too much authority given to the 
Department to change the program that has grown up from the ground 
up. 

Now, is there any real need now to change it / 

Secretary Brannan. Well, I would say this, Senator Underwood : 
We feel that by the reorganization steps which I took about 8 months 
ago and which are now part of the record—they are Secretary’s Mem- 
oranda 1278, 1279, and 1280—we have effected the major organiza- 
tional changes which are contemplated by the Hoover Commission, 
and that it will take us a year or so really to consolidate those changes 
and that, therefore, there is not a great need for immediate additional 
action in this field. 

Senator UNperwoop. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

(The following statement by the Kentucky Tobacco Associations 
regarding the family farm policy review was submitted for the record 
by Senator Underwood :) 
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STATEMENT OF KENTUCKY TOBACCO ASSOCIATIONS TO THE STATE AND COUNTY 
AGRICULTURAL MOBILIZATION COMMITTEE, AT LEXINGTON, KyY., OCTOBER 1, 1951. 


The family farm policy review, dated June 11, 1951, which consists of a prefa- 
tory statement by the Honorable Charles F. Brannan, Secretary of Agriculture, 
and reports and recommendations of the Policy Review Subcommittee of the 
Department of Agriculture, has come to the attention of the officers and members 
of the undersigned tobacco marketing organizations in the State of Kentucky, 
who have made study of it with the purpose of serving the best interests of the 
tobacco farmer and of the objectives sought to be achieved by a proper and 
feasible administration of the various phases of the national program for agri- 
culture. The circulation of this review among the leadership and membership 
of agriculture is a commendable act, for the reactions and the criticisms of 
citizens who are directly affected are invited and can be recorded for the pur- 
pose of establishing the merits of the program in the estimate of the people 
directly concerned and of noting the objectionable proposals contained in the 
review. 

With careful attention and reflection the preface by the Secretary has been 
studied, and he is to be commended for the clear and sound philosophy he affirms 
for the national program. By its application he would achieve a sounder and 
stronger agriculture and consequently a sounder and stronger nation. It is 
heartening to find that in this policy statement the Secretary unqualifiedly 
advocates wider and wider farmer participation in all phases of the program. 
Of course, the Secretary knows, as all men of experience know, that vitality and 
virility characterize Government programs and Government activities only to 
the extent that there is participation in those programs and in those Government 
activities by the citizens for whose benefit and well-being they are inaugurated. 

The Secretary’s ambition for American agriculture is that it shall produce 
stronger families, stronger communities, stronger groups, and a stronger Amer- 
ica; and his exclusive thesis for the accomplishment of this laudable and de- 
sirable state is that the individual member of each family residing on the family 
farm shall have an ever-increasing voice and part in thos affairs of government 
which affect his life as a citizen and as a member of an occupational group. 
Unquestionably tobacco farmers have learned from their experiences through, and 
their profits from, membership in their marketing associations that with cer- 
tainty they can, as the Secretary writes, “depend on group action to secure the 
things they need for better living”. 

People who live daily with the problems the program presents to the organ- 
izations whose names appear on this statement know from experience that the 
practicable answers and solutions to those problems come at the behest of such 
organizations as these, whose memberships are alerted and articulated by pro- 
posals and programs which are not always designed to serve in the most ef- 
fective and desirable manner the interests of American agriculture. Hence, 
while they find themselves in complete accord with the thesis of the Secretary’s 
preface to this review, they are perturbed by the emphasized statement on page 
45 of the report which reads: 

“Direct payments have been suggested as an alternate method to the conven- 
tional price-support program for assuring producers adequate returns. This type 
of program has the advantage of keeping supplies in normal trade channels and 
allowing the market price to seek its own level. It would benefit the family 
farmer since it encourages abundant consumption, thus increasing available 
markets for his products. Because the commodity would not be accumulated by 
CCC, serious problems of surplus disposal would be avoided. In the event a 
direct payment program is authorized, such payments, whenever practicable, 
should be made directly to the producer rather than to the handler. 

“Under the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as modified by the 
current appropriation act, the maximum payment which can be made to any one 
“person” for conservation practices is $2,500. Under the farm price-support 
program, no such maximum now exists. Should a similar legislative requirement 
establish certain maximums beyond which support to any one “person” would 
not be available? If so, where should this maximum be established?” 

This recommendation in the report is a recrudescence of the flame that was 
started at the meeting of the PMA conference committee in St. Louis on December 
S, 1948, where it was first publicly and boldly proposed by the PMA Conference 
Committee on Price Support that— 
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“We recommend that loans to producers under price-support programs be 
disbursed by means of sight drafts issued by PMA State officers in the same 
manner as payments under purchase agreements. We further recommend that 
careful consideration and study be given to the advisability of disbursing such 
loans eventually through the facilities of county committees.” 

The background and history of this proposal has not been known of a certainty. 
All in the Department of Agriculture who have been inquired of as to its author- 
ship have disclaimed all knowledge of and responsibility for it; yet it unques- 
tionably originated there. It was the occasion of a conference with the Admin- 
istrator of PMA in January 1948 by representatives of these and other tobacco 
organizations in the country and it was confidently hoped and believed, then, 
as the result of the Administrator’s assurances, that this flame was extinguished. 

Sut to our amazement, and notwithstanding the Secretary’s very fine and sound 
prefatory statement referred to, in which he specifically states that “Price 
supports definitely secure farm producers that farm prices will not plummet to 
the disastrous levels of the early 1930’s” it continues to remain the preferred 
brain child of some Washington dreamer and bureaucrat. 

The organizations presenting this statement and their Kentucky memberships, 
aggregating 250,000 tobacco farmers, reject the suggestion and disdain the pro- 
posal of direct subsidy payments to achieve parity of income as the most abomi- 
nable form of regimentation that has ever been proposed in the whole history 
of the effort to devise and perfect a national farm program. It is so alien to 
the statement of the Secretary prefacing the report that the broadest liberality 
cannot reconcile the two viewpoints as being congenial enough to be incorporated 
in the same review or report. 

The tobacco farmers of Kentucky are familiar with the administration of the 
price support program as they have experienced it through their membership in 
these organizations. This is one of the phases of the national farm program 
that has worked successfully, as the Secretary writes, “because our farmers had 
powerful incentives to make them work.” To tobacco farmers the incentive has 
been the enjoyment of parity income for the sale of their product in the market 
place. This self-respect-conserving plan insures to all residing and depending 
upon the farmily farm those advantages and opportunities in life which the 
Secretary appeals for and applauds in his statement; and which to have, as 
he says, “farm people must have parity of income with other groups.” It is 
believed that tobacco farmers and, indeed, all American farmers, resent the 
suggestion that they return to the free and unsupported market for their prod- 
ucts, receive what they may and then accept from the United States Treasury 
a degrading dole for the difference between actual income and parity income 

A logical sequel, which certainly will never be made by any one in Washing- 
ton, would be that the wage earner sell his services in the free and unsupported 
market and then receive from the United States Treasury a dole for the differ- 
ence between actual income and a minimum wage which he is due on a parity 
basis. 

These organizations represent memberships of American citizens who want 
and who enjoy having a part in the affairs of their community and Govern- 
ment. It’s the way they have lived; it’s the proven, the healthful, and the stimu- 
lating way of life in America; and when, as in this instance, there is suggested 
or recommended a plan for a Government activity that involves such a radical 
departure from the proven, practical, dignified way they know, their courage 
rises to the occasion and through their organizations, as groups, if you please, 
they not only express their fear of and opposition to the plan suggested but 
denounce it as alien both to the study made by the review committee and to the 
way of life they cherish. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Burley Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association, John W. Jones, 
President; Stemming District Tobacco Association, C. W. Ma- 
loney, President; Eastern Dark Fired Tobacco Association, S. D. 
sroadbent, President; Western Dark Fired Tobacco Association, 
Boone Hill, President. 


Senator McCietxan. In that connection, Mr. Secretary, actually 
section 5 of this bill is the heart of the reorganization program for the 
Department of Agriculture as we see it, is it not ? 
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Secretary BRANNAN. Well, Senator, I suppose that is the most im- 
portant, the most far reaching provision in the bill. 

Senator McCLetnan. Yes. 

Secretary Brannan. It is qualified by section 6 in many respects ; 
and I think you said the last time we appeared before the committee 
that there is some apparent conflict between the two that ought to be 
rectified. 

Senator McCietian. I think that is true. I think any one would 
interpret, from a legal viewpoint, that with regard to the two sections 
there is a conflict and an ¢ ee. 

Secretary Brannan. Senator, I do want to say again by way of 
amplifying my last answer to Senator Underwood that I hope the 
committee does not interpret that as meaning that constant study of 
our organizational structure by the committees of Congress, by ‘this 
committee, is not most welcome and, in our opinion, in ‘the very best 
interests of the Government and of the Department. 

I am being very frank in saying what we have about the various 
provisions of the bill. We are in no wise being critical of those who 
have put time and effort into a careful study of the bill and the imple- 
mentation of the Hoover Commission’s basic recommendations. We 
welcome it, and we want to work with them as long as the committee 
cares to work on it. 

Senator McCLetian. Just one thing occurs to me. I think you are 
opposed to section 6 of the bill because you do not want to be tied 
down to a rigid, spelled-out plan of organization. You want to make 
studies as you go along and have some latitude to make adjustments 
as you think they are proper or advisable. 

The Hoover Commission report has been available now for 214 years, 
I believe, has it not ¢ 

Secretary BRANNAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCietian. Or longer than that, and since you would like 
to have the Congress enact section 5, giving you the authority that is 
delegated to you there, it occurs to me that possibly by now you and 
your staff have worked out during this period some plan that you 
might submit to us during our consideration of this bill. If the com- 
mittee feels that the plan “and changes you would make under section 
5 are good reorganization policies and actions, the committee could 
write into the bill such changes as you now think you would make if 
this power and authority were e delegated to you. 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. C hairman, we will be very happy to sub- 
mit that kind of information. I can say most frankly to you that it 
would not involve any drastic or very significant shifts at this time. 
I certainly would not move or do anything to the Rural Electrification 
Administration. It is operating efficiently and effectively and has 
taken on the new load of the telephone program. 

Senator McCietian. Mr. Secretary, at that point, do you see any 
advantage in changing the name of the Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration as is pr oposed i in this bill? . 

Secretary Brannan. I do not, sir; and I might say facetiously that 
the only persons in the world who would be benefited would be the 
painters who would have to change the names on all of the office doors. 

Senator McCietian. That is my thought about it. I made the 
observation during the course of these hearings that it just did not add 
up to me. It is established and known as Rural Electrification Ad- 
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ministration, and changing the last word of the name to “Service” 
would not in any sense be reorganizing, according to my concept of 
reorganizing. 

Secretary Brannan. I think this would be an interesting comment, 
perhaps, although not highly significant. While I was still in Denver, 
working for the Department of Agriculture, the Department was in 
the throes of two or three reorganizations. At one time the name 
of one of the bureaus had been changed twice before the painter got 
around to change the old name on the door. 

There is a considerable amount of expense every time a change of 
name is made in one of these organizations, so we should have a good 
basic reason before spending that kind of money. 

Senator McCietian. Now, the other observation or suggestion 
that I made is that you may submit to us the results of your studies up 
to the present with respect to what changes you would make as of 
now under the authority that would be delegated to you under section 
5 of the bill. That might be helpful to the committee. I am not 
trying in any sense to pin you down to an absolute, complete, thorough 
plan of reorganization ; but just as Senator Underwood has said, there 
are those who feel that this broad power of reorganization should not 
be delegated to one man, the Secretary alone. 

The Senate, last year, refused to approve a reorganization plan for 
the Department of Agriculture submitted to the President. That con- 
tained the delegation of power that section 5 here has. So my thought 
is that since we are studying the proposal to reorganize the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture by statute, it would be helpful to us if you 
could submit those changes that you would make as of now if section 5 
should be enacted into law and that power delegated to you. 

I am suggesting that simply in the spirit of our trying to work to- 
gether and getting the best reorganization matter possible, Mr. 
Secretary. 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, we will be very pleased to do 
that. As Iam sure the members of the committee are aware, any time 
we have made an appreciable change in the structure of the Depart- 
ment, we have talked it over with all of the committees of Congress 
who were concerned with the problem. This would be in the same 
pattern, and we would be happy to do that. 

Senator McCietian. This is not suggested in the spirit of criticism 
at all. It is simply in the hope that such a plan or plans of reorgan- 
ization as you might indicate now would be helpful to the committee 
in trying to work out good legislation and legislation that will ef- 
fectively reorganize the Department where reorganizations are needed 
or will be beneficial. 

Secretary Brannan. Yes; I am sure the chairman understands that 
these proposals reflecting our present thinking would not be material. 
We have done by Memoranda 1278, 1279, and 1280 the major things 
that. we thought should be done. They will be amplifications, really, 
of the steps we have already taken which we sincerely feel are in the 
direct line pointed out by the Hoover Commission. 

Senator McCiettan. Well, let me ask this, Mr. Secretary, at that 
pork. I think it is very pertinent. I am not questioning the : authority, 

ut under what authority did you issue the executive orders to which 
you have referred ? 
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Secretary Brannan. Under the existing statutes. There was a very 

‘areful study made by our Solicitor. 

Senator McCue.ian. I am not questioning the authority, but I 

ranted to know, for the record, under what authority these orders 
were issued. 

Secretary Brannan. Under the inherent authority of the Secretary 
vested by the statutes in force today and the specific statutes under 
which those programs are administered. 

Senator McCiettan. Now, may I ask you this: If you have the 
authority of law now to issue the orders that have been issued—and 
those, I believe, are numbered 1278, 1279, and 1280, are they not! 

Secretary Brannan, Yes, sir. 

Senator McCietian. If you have the authority now to issue those 
orders, what additional authority do you need? I will ask it this way: 
Is the authority contained in section 5 needed by you to further re- 
organize the Department ? 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, I would say that the authority 
in section 5 would implement some small additional minor changes 
moving in the same direction as 1278 

Senator McCuievitan. Do you have the authority now to carry out 
that implementation ¢ 

Secretary BRANNAN. No, sir. As to much of the additional imple- 
mentation, we do not. For example, Mr. Chairman, the funds which 
move to the Soil Conservation Service, to the Farmers Home Admin- 
istration, and to one or two of the other agencies of the Department, 
are appropriated to finance functions carried out by the agency rather 
than to the Secretary for the agency under the requirements of author- 
izing laws prescribing the use of those agencies. Eighty percent of 
the funds authorized to be appropriated are appropriated to the 
Department of Agriculture for the particular agency. 

I am advised that where such basic organizational limitations exist, 
the authority to move the funds or to move people one way or the 
other in that organizational structure is not vested in me. There were 
some of these limitations, minor limitations, on the things we under- 
took in 1278 which we could not accomplish because of that particular 
situation. 

I again say to you respectfully that it is not a major matter at 
this time but would be an implementing and useful thing; for the 
future, it could be quite important. 

Senator McCetian. Just what advantage would there be or what 
economies would result or efficiency accrue from Congress making 
the appropriation, say, for the Rural Electrification Administration 
directly to the Department rather than directly to the agenc y! 

Secretary Brannan. You do make the appropriation directly to 
the agency in that case. 

Senator McCettan. I just use that as an illustration. I will say 
the Soil Conservation Service or the Forest Service, or any of them. 
What is the advantage? What efficiency or economy would result from 
the appropriation being made directly to the Department rather than 
to the specific agency ¢ 

Secretary Brannan. There is a somewhat theoretical difference, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Speaking strictly in theory, if we were to assume that the funds of 
the REA were appropriated through the Secretary’s office, rather 
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than directly to the REA, if I were to want to move one part of the 
REA which was doing economic research, say, into the Bureau of 
Agricultural Economics, I would simply order it done. 

‘Senator McCuertan. And you cannot do that where the money is 
appropriated directly to the agency ¢ 

Mr. Brannan. No, sir; but I would say that that is theoretical, be- 
cause if I went to Claude Wickard and said “Claude, I think this 
ought to be moved into the Bureau of Agricultural Economies,” 
Claude is confronted with doing what the Secretary asks or of being 
in a somewhat difficult position himself. The practical things, the 
reasonable things, that the Secretary, whoever he may be, would ask, 
would be effected, because the individual involved is under the general 
jurisdiction of the Secretary anyhow, even though he may have specific 
control over the funds. 

So that is a theoretical problem more than a real problem. That is 
why 1278 could go as far as it did—because the people in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture are a good, sound, cooperative team, and nobody 
is standing on authority of that type. 

Senator McCiettan. I do not want any questions I have asked to 
imply that I am critical of the orders you issued, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Brannan. Thank you, sir. 

Senator McCietxian. I did not mean that. 

Secretary Brannan. I did not understand it that way. 

Senator McCrenian. I am just trying to develop what authority you 
now have, what additional authority is needed and, if the additional 
authority is granted, based on the studies at the present who would use 
it. That is what I have in mind. 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, we might take a somewhat 
more striking ¢ analogy. The bulk of the funds for the Department of 
Agriculture are given to the Secretary of Agriculture. However, if 
the President wanted something done in the Dep: irtment of Agricul- 
ture or called him and told him to do it, he would either get it done, or 
I would think the President would have a new Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. I mean that that is the breadth of the difference between the 
theory and the reality that is involved. 

However, I should like to make it clear that there are legal limita- 
tions in some cases, and that when the authority with respect to a 
particular activity is vested in an agency of the Department rather 
than in the Secretary, he cannot transfer that ac tivity to some other 
agency, regardless of how desirable the transfer might be. 

Senator McCietian. Are there any further questions ? 

If not, thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF LYLE F. WATTS, CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Our next witness is Mr. Lyle F. Watts, Chief of the Forest Service. 

Mr. Watts, you have a prepared statement, I believe? 

Mr. Warts. Yes, Senator. 

Senator McCiettan. You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am 
Lyle F. Watts, Chief of the Forest Service. I appear before you 
in compliance with a request from the committee chairman to express 
my views on 8.1149. The Bureau of the Budget has expressed to you 
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its position respecting the proposal in section 7 of the bill to transfer 
the Bureau of Land Management to the Department of Agriculture. 
In recognition of that position and as Secretary Brannan has indi- 

cated, I “shall tr y to present to the committee some basic facts relating 
to that proposal. Because a proposal was made here the other day 
to transfer the national forests to a Department of Natural Resources, 
my statement will include facts pertinent to that proposal. I hope 
my comments will be helpful to the committee in its consideration of 
these organization problems. 

Senator McCietian. I may say, if I may interrupt you there, that 
the proposal that there should be such a ‘department, and that the 
Forest Service should be transferred to it, was given some publicity, 
and I began to get wires and letters opposing the transfer of the Forest 
Service out of the Department of Agriculture. Of course, there is no 
such proposal in this bill. 

Senator Unperwoop. That is what I said. 

Mr. Warrs. The national parks and Indian reservations are not 
involved. In the Hoover Commission sense, the major purpose of 
their administration is social. 

First, I want to say that I have been a conservationist in the service 
of the U nited States for nearly 40 years. When I entered the Forest 
Service in 1913 it was already the dominant public conservation 
agency. In fact it was the only agency in Government which was 
ser iously concerned with conservation of our national resources. The 
Forest Service was then administering a sound and effective forestry, 
grazing, and watershed program; and to this day it has maintained 
the research and facilities to.back up such a program. 

It won’t be many years before I shall retire. So my personal career 
is not at stake in this bill. My concern is solely with what will be 
best for our country. I believe that proper Government organization 
is essential to an effective national conservation program. I believe 
further that such a program is of the utmost importance to our na- 
tional welfare and security. 

Forestry and grazing are agricultural functions.—Trees and grass 
are crops. Like corn, wheat, and cotton they start from seed. They 
respond to the same kind of care given other crops. They are har- 
vested—or at least they should be harvested—so that one crop follows 
another. Their culture is based on the biological sciences, which are 
chiefly and in many cases exclusively the concern of the Department 
of Agriculture. Insect and plant-disease control , genetics, soil science, 
and other agricultural sciences are as important to growing crops of 
trees and grass as they are to field crops. 

Moreover, the same plants and plant pests often relate to both. The 
blue grass of Kentucky and Iowa is also one of the more important 
forage plants on our western mountain ranges. Crested wheat grass 
is planted both by farmers for their pastures and by stockmen on their 

‘anges. Currant and gooseberry bushes are host plants to a rust that 
kills white pine. 

Forestry and grazing are inseparable parts of agriculture. It takes 
the same know-how to grow timber in the farmer’s woods as it does 
in forests owned by anyone else. Farm woodlands are indispensable 
to the Nation’s timber supply. Farmers own one-third of all our com- 
mercial forest land—139 million acres. 
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Turning it around, woodlands are indispensable to the farmer. 
Forest lands makes up half the total farm acreage in New England 
and about 40 percent of all farm acreage in the South. Forest prod- 
ucts provide farmers in many regions with a valuable source of cash 
income. When forest land is properly managed, the timber harvest 
can be as regular and dependable as any other crop. 

Farm forestry is an integral part of the Department’s farm pro- 
gram. Farmers look to the Department of Agriculture for help on 
farm forestry just as they do in animal husbandry, fruit growing, or 
other crop problems. The small nonfarm forest properties of 125 
million acres, almost as extensive as the farm forests and often in- 
termingled with them, face exactly the same problems and should be 
served by the same agency. 

Similarly no line can be drawn between open-range livestock pro- 
duction and livestock grown on farms. In the Western States and 
in the South much livestock is grazed part time on forest range and 
part time on farm pasture. Few livestock operations in the western 
range country can be separated from the base of privately owned, feed- 
producing ranches. Cattle and sheep which fatten on the open range 
are certainly agricultural products. 

Nor can any sharp line be drawn between forestry and grazing. 
In much of the South and West the same land is used to grow both 
trees and grass. Thus all such lands are interrelated parts of the 
Nation’s agricultural enterprise. 

And from the watershed angle, forest and grazing lands are in- 
separably linked with field-crop lands. In every watershed, we must 
have a unified approach covering all lands to effectively control eros- 
sion, floods, and water supply. Soil conservation and watershed man- 
agement are agriculture, and the Department of Agriculture, under 
the Flood Control Act of 1936, is responsible for w: ‘atershed surveys 
on all lands. Within the Department, the Forest Service and the Soil 
Conservation Service work together closely to reduce damage from 
floods and sedimentation on forest, grazing. and other c ropl: inds. 

Adding it all up, any way you look at it, the answer is the same: 
Forestry “and grazing are agriculture. 

Most Federal forest and grazing work is already in the Department 
of Agriculture.—For the past three-quarters of a century the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has been carrying on forestry activities by con- 
gressional direction. First there was a Commission of Forestr y, then 
a Division of Forestry, later a Bureau of Forestry, and in 1905 the 
Forest Service was established. At that time the forest reserves, 
which had been created out of the public domain and for that reason 
were under the jurisdiction of the General Land Office of Interior, 
were transferred by Congress to the Department of Agriculture. 

Somewhat paralleling the histor y of the national forests is the much 
more recent story of the Soil Conservation Service. First established 
in the Department of the Interior, the new agency was transferred 
shortly to the Department of Agriculture, where the sciences related 
to soil conservation had been developed and trained men were avail- 
able to provide necessary technical leadership. 

At the present time all Federal forestry and grazing research and 
practically all assistance to private owners as w ell as the preponder- 
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ance of acreage responsibility, including both public and private 
lands, are in agriculture. 

With respect to forest research, the Forest Service is re sponsible for 
Federal effort in management, watershed influences, economics, and 
products.—It also handles Federal grazing research for both forests 
and open range. I think it especially important that this bill or its 
legislative history recognize the need for continuing management and 
operational research, and that is our type of researc h, under the agency 
having action responsibilities. This was recommended by the Hoover 
Commission. 

There are other research activities in the Department affecting for- 
estry and grazing: 

The Bureau of Plant Industry, Soils, and Agricultural Engineer- 
ing is responsible for the introduction and development of new pas- 
ture and open-range forage plants, soil surveys as a basis for success- 
ful reseeding and reforesting, and research on forest disease problems. 

The work of the Bureau of Entomology and Plant Quarantine in- 
cludes research and control work on forest insects. 

The Bureau of Agricultural and Industrial Chemistry is doing 
research on the use of cellulose and lignin; also on naval stores. 

The Bureau of Animal Industry and the Forest Service jointly 
operate range livestock experiment stations at Dubois, Idaho; Miles 
City, Mont.; Tifton, Ga.; and Tidewater, N. C. 

In all of this research work, through joint operation and otherwise, 
there is the closest kind of integr ation and cooperation between the 
Forest Service and other agencies in the Department of Agriculture. 

Practically all Federal assistance to private owners for forest and 
grazing operations is handled by the Department of Agriculture.— 
— tremendously important and far-flung activities include: 

Forest-fire prevention and control on 427 million acres of pri- 
rately owned land, nearly one-fourth of the total area of the United 
States. This is a cooperative project with 43 States and involves 
annual expenditures, Federal, State, and private, of $31 million. 

Aid in control of destructive forest insects and diseases. The 
Department has taken the lead in identifying the causes of these at- 
tacks, develops effective control measures, and operates large-scale con- 
trol programs. Much of this work also is done cooperatively with 
the States and private landowners. 

3. For the 4 million private forest owners, the Department pro- 
vides technical advice and assistance in forest management, harvesting, 
marketing, and processing forest products. Here again the work 
is handled i in cooperation with the State foresters of 40 States. 

The Department is assisting private owners in reforesting some 
60 Thillion acres of logged-off, burned-over, nonproductive forest land. 
This year, in cooperation with State forestry agencies, about 400 mil- 
lion trees will be made available at low cost for planting on these 
lands. 

5. Educational assistance to private landowners in forestry and 
grazing is provided through well-established channels by cooperation 
with the agricultural extension services of the land-grant colleges in 
45 States. 
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6. Farm conservation plans developed by farmers with assistance 
by Soil Conservation Service personnel always include recognition of 
the farm woodland, improved pasture and range as integral parts of 
the whole farm enterprise. 

7. Financial assistance to farmers through loans of various types 
by the Farm Credit Administration and Farmers Home Administra- 
tion; also price supports for a number of farm products, including 
naval stores. 

8. The agricultural conservation program of the Production and 
Marketing Administration includes payments for improved forestry 
and grazing practices and for better forest practices in the naval stores 
industr y: 

9, Research in growing, managing, and protecting timber and grass 
crops. Much of this is in cooperation with State agricultural experi- 
ment stations. 

Acreage re sponsibility, including both the administration of Fed- 
eral lands and services to other lands, is chi fly in the De partment of 
Agriculture.—According to the chart, the Department of Agriculture 
provides service for 76 percent of all of our forests and 68 percent of all 
our open range and farm pasture. On the other hand, the Department 
of the Interior serves only 24 percent of our forest land and 32 percent 
of our range and pasture land. If Alaska is excluded, the percentages 
served by the Department of Agriculture become 91 percent for forest 
land and 79 percent for open range and pasture land. These lands are 
widely distributed from coast to coast. Following are the pertinent 
figures for the continental United States, taken from a joint Agri- 
cultural-Intérior-Budget Bureau study : 


{M illion acres] 


Forest land 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Public land administered 

Private and State land served by research, technica! guidance, fin 
cial and educational assistance, cooperative protection, etc 

Total under Agriculture. = 


DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 


(a) Public and Indian lands administered 


From glanci ing at this table, you can see that one of the most signif- 
icant points is that there is 10 times as much forest land under Agri- 
culture as under Interior—567 million acres as compared to 55 million 
acres. Also under the range land column there is nearly four times 
as much under Agr iculture as under Interior—821 million acres as 
compared to 215 million acres. 

With your permission, I shall supply for the record the more de- 
tailed table on which the above summary table is based. 
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The detailed table referred to is as follows: 


TABLE 1——Landownership, by major use ‘ 


[From letter of December 6, 1950, to the Secretary of Agriculture from the Budget-Agriculture-Interior Task 
Force to study the organization of Federal land-management activities] 


[Millions of acres] 


Classified by primary us¢ Range 
eee iapeirreniie prema and 
pasture 
including 
grazed 
forested 
lands 


Total Forested 
ee nae 
vated | 

Total 


Range 
pasture, 
Com- ete. 

mercial 


United States: 
. National forests 
2. State and local government 
3. Private, exclusive urban, row, ete 
. Bureau of Land Management, includes 
unreserved public domain : 
. Indian reservations: 
Federal-owned land 
Tribal and trust allotted. 
. National parks and monuments 
. Soil Conservation Service (land utiliza- 
tion) 
3. Federal wildlife re fuges (Fish and Wild- 
life Service betas ae de 3:4 
. Reclamation _- 4.! 
. Department of N: ational Defense | 23. 
. Miscellaneous (other Federal, urban, 
tanks bituextusewes Suen cal 36. 


2. Total continental United States of America | } | 
(exclusive of Alaska). - , 1, 905. ¢ 9 | 62 Al. | 872, 1, 052. 0 


Alaska: | 
Bureau of Land Management ; aaa 292. ! 
National forests ae 20. 

Puerto Rico: National forests - 

Hawaii: Private under Forest Service fire cooper-_ 

atives ‘ 


1 Data from miscellaneous published and unpublished sources. 

2 Forested lands used for grazing are included under ‘“‘ Forested.”’ 

3 Includes some 2.61 million acres in western Oregon comprising some 2.15 million acres administered by 
the Bureau of Land Management and 0.46 million acres administered by the Forest Service under the terms of 
the Wolfson-Granger agreement. There is a controversy with respect to whether the 0.46 million acres are 
or are not part of the revested Oregon and California grant lands. 

4 Includes 9.4 other Federal and 27.0 urban, cities, etc. 


The huge acreage of public domain in Alaska is not well known. 
Much of it is nonproductive. There are perhaps 40,000,000 acres 
of commercial forest. Further exploration, surveys, and land classi- 
fication are needed to determine the best use of this land. 

If for the moment we think only in terms of federally adminis- 
tered commercial forest land in the continental United States, the 
Forest Service manages 148 national forests in 38 States, including 
74,000,000 acres of commercial forest. The Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment administers 6,000,000 acres of commercial forest. 

The Nation’s forest and grazing situation calls for strong, unified 
Federal leadership—We have made great progress in forestry, but 
have far to go. The country’s forests are still operating in the red, 
and the quality of the timber is getting poorer. There is inadequate 
provision for restocking and future growth. Millions of acres are 
still without organized fire protection. 

Similarly, much of the grazing land is overstocked, rundown, and 
eroding. For the western open-range —7 as a whole, grazing 
capacity has been cut in half by misuse. We face a huge task of re- 
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storing forage crops and building up livestock production on rundown 
ranges. 

These are hard facts, but they are facts. We must restore these 
lands to good condition and keep them that way. The Nation needs 
their products now. It will need them even more in the world struggle 
ahead. Nor can these lands be allowed to spew forth flood w aters 
and silt to ruin other lands and property. The economic prosperity 
and stability of many people and communities are dependent upon 
their productiveness. 

The progress that is needed will not be achieved without unified 
Federal leadership. 

The major reason why forestry has made the progress that it has 
in this country is because Feder al forestry activities have been largely 
unified since 1905 in one bureau in one department. The public gen- 
erally and the Congress, regardless of party, have consistently sup- 
ported the Forest Service in its fights for the conservation of our re- 
newable natural resources. 

If we are to have a truly national policy and program for the con- 
servation of renewable resources, that policy and program must em- 
brace Poo as well as public forest and range.—The bulk of such 

ublic land is in the West. So a public land program would be 
dominantly a western program. Looking at the chart a moment, 
and considering all forest land, both the light green and the dark 
green, 64 percent is in the East, while only 36 percent is in the West. 
If we consider only commere ial forests, dark green on the chart, 77 
percent is in the East, and 23 percent in the West. 

The next chart shows that public forests include less than one-fourth 
of the Nation’s commercial forest land. The acreage of farm wood- 
land is greater than that of all public forest of commercial quality. 

Similarly, private open-range and pastures aggregate 507 million 
acres; Federal ranges only 243 million. Farm livestock production 
is far in excess of livestock production on public lands. 

A division based on ownership is also untenable with respect to 
watershed relations. Watershed problems cut across public and pri- 
vate land boundaries; but each watershed’ must be treated as a unit. 
Again in the Hoover Commission sense, the “major purpose” which 
the lands serve should be the basis for action—not who owns it. 

It is clear that a national conservation program must involve more 
more than the public forest and range. The “major purpose” of 
forest and grazing lands is agricultural regardless of ownership. 

Agricultural functions are divided. Unification would promote 
economy and efficiency and eliminate duplication. 

In this connection I wish to comment on several classes of publicly 
owned land. 


GRAZING DISTRICTS AND PUBLIC-DOMAIN GRAZING LAND 


Grazing on 147 million acres of Taylor grazing districts in the West 
and on 31 million acres of unreserved public domain is administered 
by the Bureau of Land Management. On these lands also are some 
4 million acres of commercial forest. 

Prior to 1934 there had been no control over grazing on these lands. 
Most of it was overgrazed and much of it seriously. eroded. These 
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grazing-district lands are tied to the national forests and the adjacent 
private lands in a range economy that requires use of different lands 
at different seasons of the year. In many cases the same cattle and 
sheep which graze on national-forest lands in summer use grazing- 
district lands at other seasons. And they are also dependent upon 
privately owned feed-producing base properties. 

In Utah, for example, the chart illustrates that the national forests, 
shown in green, take in most of the mountain land. The private 
land, shown in yellow, occupies the irrigable benchlands and adjacent 
lower slopes. ‘The grazing district lands, shown in white, are chiefly 
the dry interior basins and low nontimbered mountains. 

In parts of southern Idaho, the next chart shows the national forests 
were occupying the higher mountain lands. In contrast, however, 
the private range and hay land is confined to narrow stringers along 
the valley bottoms, while the grazing-district lands are adjacent to the 
national forests on the lower slopes. 

Obviously the job of administering and developing the range re- 
source wisely, a net in national forests or grazing districts, is 
handicapped by divided responsibility. Unification would result in 
administration from the same regional offices and under uniform 
regulations to the extent that this wouldabe consistent with basic law 
applying to each type of land. Procedures for the use of both lands 
by the same livestock could be simplified, and it would be feasible to 
make better use of men and equipment by equalizing workloads be- 
tween seasons. In many cases, men who work on the high-mountain 
ranges in the national forests during the summer could work on the 
lower-elevation grazing districts in the winter. 


PUBLIC DOMAIN IN ALASKA 


Alaska contains a huge acreage—nearly 300 million acres—of un- 
reserved public domain now under the custody of the Bureau of Land 
Management. This is believed to include 125 million acres of forest, 
about one-third of which may be of commercial quality. 

In southeastern Alaska, where climatic conditions are reasonably 
favorable, two national forests of 21 million acres are administered 
by the Forest Service. 

The ultimate use of the unreserved public domain is not clear. Some 
of it is suitable for homesteading and the development of farms. Parts 
of it will find its best use in commercial timber production. Except 
for mining, such utilization and development as can now be foreseen 
will be agricultural, including forestry and grazing. 

Among the immediate needs of this area are agricultural research, 
timber surveys, and soil classification. These are agricultural 
functions. 


OREGON AND CALIFORNIA REVESTED LANDS 


The heavily forested so-called O. & C. grant lands in western 
Oregon include about 2 million acres shown in black on the chart 
intermingled with, adjacent to, and practically surrounded by some 
61/4, million acres of national forests, which are shown in green. Of 
these O. & C. lands, some 450,000 acres are intermingled checkerboard 
fashion with national-forest lands. These revested lands were origi- 
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nally granted by the Government to aid the building of a railroad from 
Portland, Oreg., to the California line, and of a wagon road from Coos 
Bay to Roseburg. They were later repossessed by the Government 
because of violations of conditions of the grants. 

The Department of the Interior claims another half million acres 
within the national forests in a similar mile-square checkerboard pat- 
tern. These are shown in orange on the chart and are known as con- 
troverted lands. These controverted lands were also included within 
the boundary of the original grants, but since title to them never passed 
to private owners, they have continuously been an integral part of 
the national forests. The Attorney General in response to a request 
of the Secretary of the Interior in an opinion dated September 6, 1940, 
concluded : 

* * * it is my opinion that a disturbance of the continued administration of 
these lands by the Department of Agriculture as a part of the national-forest 
reserves would not be warranted under existing law. 

Nearly all of the O. & C. land is commercial forest land; more than 
half still supports virgin timber. For the most part these lands are 
identical in character with adjacent national-forest lands. However, 
the act of 1937 which provided for their administration left jurisdic- 
tion in what was then the General Land Office, which previously had 
custody over them. The result has been two Federal agencies with 
similar functions operating in the same locality. 

A separate organization has been set up to handle timber manage- 
ment on the 0. & C. lands. Inde pendent and overlapping negotiations 
by two agencies with identical timber operators are confusing to the 
operator and not in the public interest. This duplication provides 
the opportunity for timber purchasers to try to whipsaw one agency 
against the other. 

Duplicate organizations are so unworkable in the case of fire protec- 
tion that responsibility for protection of the O. & C. lands has been 
contracted to im Forest Service and the State within their respective 
protection area 

The Hoover Chdenitihite said the total result of this checkerboard 
administration has been “public confusion, unnecessarily duplicating 
services, and unsound management.” Under unification, the O. & C. 
lands and the national forests would be administered from the same 
regional and local offices. This would also permit administration of 
the O. & C. lands and the national forests under uniform administra- 
tive regulations, except as requirements of the two laws would make 
this impossible. It would facilitate administration, strengthen 
supervision, simplify relations with users, and eliminate much 
confusion. 

In conclusion, I want to say I have tried to present some of the basic 
facts which I hope will be helpful to the committee in its consideration 
of this organization problem. Iam sure that everyone will agree that 
a sound solution of this problem is essential to the develoment of : 
strong and vigorous forest, range, and watershed conservation ie: 
gram in this country. 

Finally, and perhaps above all, it would encourage strong national 
leadership in forestry and grazing. Such leadership is urgently 
needed today and for the future so that these renewable natural 
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resources—trees and grass—may contribute their full measure to eco- 
nomic and social welfare and to national security. 

Actually I have tried to develop just three points. The first is that 
the growing of trees and grass and grazing of cattle and sheep are 
agricultural functions. 

Second, the greater part of the Federal responsibility for these is 
now inseparably in the Department of Agriculture, in many bureaus 
and agencies. 

Third, the purpose the land serves, rather than any division based 
on public and private ownership should govern its placement in 
government. 

Senator McCrieti.an. Thank you, Mr. Watts. I think you have 
presented a most able statement with regard to these problems. 

I think I am in full agreement with you, and certainly I am in sub- 
stantial agreement with your views. 

The Bureau of the Budget has taken the position that this problem 
should receive further study. I believe I am correct in saying that. 
That is the position the Bureau of the Budget has taken before the 
committee. 

Very frankly, I have felt from the beginning that the provision of 
the bill to transfer the Bureau of Land Management to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture was a sound proposal and that it should be trans- 
ferred. I started off with that opinion about it. However, when 
Secretary Chapman testified, he raised some doubts in my mind about 
it. He pointed out some reasons for the expected complications of 
administration and other aspects of it which he thought made this 
transfer very undesirable. Would you care to comment regarding 
his observations ¢ 

I am sure you are familiar with them. 

Mr. Warts. I believe you wish me to be perfectly frank and free in 
this discussion ¢ 

Senator McCtetian. Yes. I am not trying to raise a controversy 
between you and the Secretary of the Interior at all. I am simply 
trying to find the answer, if there is an answer, to the reasons why he 
gave in opposition to the transfer. 

Mr. Warts. Then, in compliance with your wishes, I would like to 
mention two things: 

First of all, Secret ary Chapman’s main thesis was that the national 
forests should be transferred to the Interior so that all public lands 
should be in one place, in Interior. The major burden of my paper 
was to develop the fact that we need a unified forestry and range 
program and that the private-land part of forestry inseparably is in 
Agriculture. I gave a long list of the things that are done in Agri- 
culture. It would seem to me to be quite unsound to separate the 
authorities and responsibilities on the basis of who owns the land 
rather than the purpose it serves. Thus, I think it would be very 
unwise to move the national forests out of Agriculture. 

The other question that the Secretary gave some emphasis to had 
to do with such things as land titles, cadastral surveys, patents, record 
keeping, and so on. 

I would just like to say that the national forests have been admin- 
istered in Agriculture, 150 million acres of them, for 40 years, and 
during all of that time the status records, cadastral surveys, and so 
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forth, have been in the Department of the Interior. It has not been 
a burdensome arrangement for the Forest Service. 

As a matter of fact, for us to draw off all of the information we need 

with regard to records and titles, and so on, over the years, it has 

rather amazed me that we only needed to keep three people working 
over there. It might be more efficient to have such work in one place 
along with management of the land. You would have a Division of 
Records, Surveys, and Titles work between the forest and range rec- 
ords and those for mining and other uses. So we take the position that 
such work would not be essential to the administration of the lands. 
Perhaps this type of work could stay with mining, and so forth, and 
we continue to get our data from there. It is not a major job. 

Senator McCreitan. Secretary Chapman stated as one reason that 
it would separate the mineral resources from the surface resources, and 
he felt that that would be inadvisable. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman, again we have administered more than 
150,000,000 acres of national forest land for 50 years with the respon- 
sibility for the mineral resources in Interior. In the last few years, 
as to the acquired land, the responsibility over mines and oil has been 
in Interior. We agreed to it. We don’t think it is essential at all 
that. surface and subsurface resources be administered in one place. 

Senator McCietian. Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, I may supplement by saying 
that I think just 3 years ago, pursuant to the basic theory that the 
Department of Agriculture has entertained with respect to the natural 
resource question, we voluntarily transferred jurisdiction over min- 
erals and oil on public lands administered by the Department of Agri- 
culture to the Department of the Interior so that there could be a 
uniform policy with respect to the leasing of public lands for oil and 
mineral prpoees: 

Senator McCietian. Did I understand you to say that you volun- 
tarily made that transfer? 

Secretary Brannan. We voluntarily transferred those responsi- 
bilities because it is our opinion that there is a clear division between 
the renewable and the nonrenewable resources under public ownership. 

The forests and the trees are renewable. Man can do something 
about replacing them. The oil and the minerals which are below the 
surface of the earth are not renewable. The ‘v go into an entirely dif- 
ferent phase of our economy, and they are handled by entirely dif- 
ferent scientific fields and commercial and economic fields. The two 
practically never cross. 

There is no similarity between the production of oil and the pro- 
duction of a cow or a tree or fruit trees or naval stores or other agri- 
cultural things. The line of demarcation long established by the land- 
grant colleges between renewable and nonrenewable resources, makes 
a very clear-cut distinction. 

If I may just comment on this question of public ownership, who 
does own the public lands but the people? Who owns the lands ad- 
jacent to them? The significance of public ownership in lands is 
minutia, in my opinion. Tt just does not have any serious bearing on 
it at all. 

Senator McCrerian. Frankly, Iam very sympathetic with the pro- 
posal. I am not making any commitments about it, but it does seem 
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to me that these conditions you describe out there should not be tol- 
erated and that there should be something done about them. 

I hope the committee can find the answer to the problem in study- 
ing and reporting out this bill, if the bill is reported out of the com- 
mittee. 

Senator Monroney, any questions? 

Senator Monronry. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCiettan. Senator Underwood, any questions? 

Senator Unprerwoop. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCretian. Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator Dworsuak. Are there any other ways besides the transfer 
of the Bureau of Land Management by which this bill would affect 
the Forest Service? 

Mr. Warts. There are several ways. One of them is with regard 
to the dissemination of information. Secretary Brannan discussed 
that in great detail, and I won’t take your time to rediscuss it because 
he talked about forestry at some length. 

Another point had to do with research, and again the Secretary 
developed that so thoroughly that I won’t repeat. 

But there is one place that I would like to call your attention to. 
That is section 9 of the bill, page 11, which abolishes all existing local, 
county, and State agricultural committees, but properly exempts the 
advisory committees on grazing and forestry. 

Then section 10 of the bill establishes new State and county agri- 
cultural advisory councils and directs, on page 16, lines 8 to 13, that 
all programs of the Agricultural Resources Conservation Service, of 
which Forest Service is a part in the Department, shall be adminis- 
tered with the full cooperation of the appropriate State agricultural 
advisory councils. 

No exception is made with respect to forestry and grazing. Thus, 
under the present language, the Forest Service would be required to 
cooperate fully with the newly established councils and in addition 
with all of the currently existing forestry and grazing advisory boards. 
The duplication would be cumbersome. 

I have understood that, since forestry and grazing were exempted 
in section 9, it was the intent of the committee to exempt them in 
section 10. That could be accomplished by inserting the words “ex- 
cept grazing and forestry functions” after the word “service” on 
page 15, line 25, and after the same word on page 16, line 10. 
give you that proposal in writing if you so wish. 

(The proposal referred to follows :) 


T ean 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Forest SERVICE, 


Washington, September 24, 1951. 
Hon. Jonn. L. McCLetian, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: When Mr. Watts testified before the Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive Departments on September 18 with respect to 
S. 1149, he agreed to send you suggestive legislative language covering the 
question of advisory boards in grazing and forestry. 

Section 9 of the committee print, on page 11, abolishes all existing local, county, 
and State agricultural committees, but exempts advisory committees on grazing 
and forestry. Section 10 establishes new State and county agricultural advisory 
councils, It further directs (p. 16, lines 8-13) that “* * * all programs 
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of * * * the Agricultural Resources Conservation Service * * *_ shall 
be administered with the full * * * cooperation of the appropriate State 
agricultural advisory councils.” No exception is made with respect to grazing 
and forestry. Thus, under the present language the Forest Service would be 
required not only to cooperate fully on all its programs with the newly established 
councils, but also with all currently existing forestry and grazing advisory boards. 

This duplication would be cumbersome, and it is our understanding that the 
committee intended to omit grazing and forestry from the provisions of section 10. 
This could be done by the following two brief amendments to the committee print: 

Page 15, line 25, insert after the word “service” the following: “, except grazing 
and forestry,”’. 

Page 16, line 10, insert after the word “service” the following: “, except grazing 
and forestry,’. 

Sincerely yours, 

LYLE F. Watts, Chief, 
By Epwakrp C. CRAFTS. 

I understand that one of the witnesses has proposed including lan- 
guage in the bill that would require the establishment of State and 
national grazing advisory boards for the national forests. I would 
have no objection to this procedure at all provided there is also legisla- 
tive provision for the establishment of national forest multiple use 
advisory councils. If the committee desires, we can furnish you 
language that would do that. The reason is that if we set up the 
advisory boards for grazing by law, all of the other interested people, 
such as the water users, the recreationists, the timber users, and others 
should also be represented in the same sort of way. 

Senator McCuietian. Mr. Watts, do you see any particular need 
for setting up such committees / 

Mr. Warts. We already have many of those local advisory boards. 
We have 12 State advisory boards for grazing. We would be happy 
to set them up, law or not; but I do think that if we give a legislative 
mandate for setting up grazing boards, you should give legislative 
mandate for setting up advisory councils that take in the other uses 
also, you see. We have the authority to do it, whether you legislate 
or not. 

Senator McCretian. But your thought was that if we legislate we 
should include all of them? 

Mr. Warts. That is right. 

Senator McCietian. What expense would be involved? What 
additional expense of administration and operation would be in- 
volved ¢ 

Mr. Warts. None, sir, because those advisory boards are not paid 
per diem or salary. 

Senator McC.Le.tuan. They serve without pay? 

Mr. Warts. They serve without pay. 

Senator Dworsuak. Mr. Watts, it was testified by a witness last 
week from the Bureau of the Budget that a possible solution of all of 
these problems may be the exchange of lands between the Departments 
of Agriculture and Interior. What do you think of that proposal ? 

Mr. Warrs. Let me speak about O. & C. lands, first. 

It is perfectly obvious, as you look at this chart, that there is a 
fundamental difficulty with two Federal agencies and departments 
administering the same kind of land in the same locality. 


88670—51——-30 































































































































































































454 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 






Now, I personally think that that is not in the public interest. Land 
exchange would not solve that. But I do think that even though it 
were all administered by one agency, with that agency administering 
both laws, it would be desirable to work out a land exchange to sim- 
plify the pattern of the areas administered under each law. 

But I want you to know that it would be a long, drawn out process. 

We tried to work out something of that nature 3 or 4 years ago, and 
it broke down because the 18 counties which have a beneficial interest 
in the receipts from those particular lands to the extent, I believe, now, 
of 75 percent of the gross receipts, objected. 

Now, when a public agency begins to trade off those same lands for 
other public lands, such as national forests, mor: ally and perhaps 
legally, you had better have the concurrence of the 18 counties; and in 
the light of the 75 percent of the gross receipts, it would be a time- 
consuming thing to get concurrence. 

Now, with regard to exchange between Taylor grazing districts and 
national forests, I feel much the same way about that. Exchange 
wouldn’t solve the problem. At best it would be only a palliative. 
You have a fundamental problem before you. I think perhaps Sen- 
ator Dworshak will know what I mean. There is some strong feeling 
in the West, and when you begin to trade national forests for. grazing 
lands, or perhaps vice versa, I ‘think you are going to have some public 
sentiment arising, because of the pride that they have in their national 
forests. Beyond that, the national forests return to the counties 25 
percent of the gross receipts, whereas the Taylor grazing land returns 
only 121% percent of the receipts to the counties. 

In other words, even if they are under one administration authority 
those changes which would be desirable would be a slow proposition 
because of the sort of thing I have mentioned. I will send up a sup- 
plementary statement covering this feature more fully. 

Senator Dworsuak. Would it be more feasible, instead of having 
an exchange of lands, to have a concentration of ownership of all of 
the public domain with uniform laws of administration so that all of 
the different services rendered through the operation and use of the 
public domain would be more or less unified ? 

Mr. Warrs. Senator Dworshak, I have tried to develop—and the 
Secretary has been much more effective in it than I—that we have 
agricultural problems, and that if the lands were in the Department 
of Agriculture, administered under existing law, land exchanges could 
gradually be worked out. But it would be a slow process for the 
reasons I gave. Certainly the simplification of that ownership pat- 
tern would be a desirable thing. 

Senator Dworsnak. It does seem to be illogical to have public 
domain, regardless of the character of the land, under the administra- 
tion or supervision of different departments so that a department 
actually owns some land because it has some jurisdiction over its 
management. After all, public domain is public domain wherever 
we find it. 

Mr. Warts. That is correct, sir. 

(In answer to Senator Dworshak, Mr. Watts sent the following 
supplementary statement to the committee :) 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FOREST SERVICE, 
Washington, September 21, 1951. 
Hon. JoHn L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR McCLeELLAN: Following my prepared statement presented be- 
fore your committee the other day re S. 1149, Senator Dworshak asked my 
opinion as to the feasibility of solving some of the problems involved by a pro- 
gram of land exchanges between the BLM and the Forest Service, as recom- 
mended by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Although I endeavored to answer the Senator’s question in part at the time, 
you requested me at the close of the hearings to give you a more complete state- 
ment on this matter. 

First, I should like to emphasize that a system of exchanges between BLM and 
the Forest Service would be a most unsatisfactory palliative, because it would 
fail to recognize the three basic points that formed the core of my testimony. 
These are that (1) forestry and grazing are agricultural functions; (2) most 
Federal forest and grazing work is already in the Department of Agriculture; 
and (3) unification in one Department of Federal forestry and grazing work on 
all lands (regardless of ownership) is necessary if we are to have strong central 
leadership. A system of exchanges by itself would continue the present division 
of authority that now exists between BLM and the Forest Service. 

Furthermore, attempts to implement a substantial program of exchanges be- 
tween BLM and the Forest Service would encounter all manner of practical 
difficulties. Superficially, such a proposal may have considerable appeal as a 
compromise measure. Actually, however, attempts to transfer substantial areas 
of national forest land to the Taylor grazing districts, and vice versa, would 
cause widespread repercussions among the States, counties, local governments, 
and individuals affected. 

Following are a few specific examples of some of the legal, fiscal, and ad- 
ministrative difficulties that would be encountered. These would be shared 
by the Federal Government, by State and local governments which are dependent 
in part on revenues from these Federal lands, and by individual users of these 
Federal lands: 

(1) As you know, the act of March 4, 1907, as amended (U. 8. C, 471, 471a), 
prohibits the creation of or additions to national forests in eight of the Western 
States except by act of Congress. Of the 11 Western States only Nevada, 
Utah, and Montana are exempt from this restriction. Except for the rela- 
tively small acreage of Taylor grazing lands, and unreserved public domain 
within the exterior boundaries of the national forests, there could be no gen- 
eral transfer of jurisdiction of BLM lands to national forests in these restricted 
States unless this act of 1907 were repealed. Proposals to remove this restriction 
would stimulate determined opposition in the States and communities concerned. 

(2) Adjustments would be necessary in payments to States and counties in 
lieu of taxes. This is because different rates of contribution apply to national 
forests, Taylor grazing lands, and O. & C. lands. For example, counties now 
receiving 25 percent of gross receipts from national forest lands would, if these 
lands became Taylor grazing district lands, receive only 12% percent. Obviously 
such counties would strongly object. : 

The O. & C. lands return currently 50 percent, and soon 75 percent, of gross 
receipts to the counties, whereas, if these lands were given national forest status, 
they would return only 25 percent. Transfer of these lands to the Department 
of Agriculture, but with maintenance of their status as O. & C. lands, would not 
affect the receipts going to the counties. If, under an exchange procedure, how- 
ever, the O. & C. lands became part of the national forests, the percentage of 
receipts from these lands received by the counties would necessarily have to drop 
to 25 percent. The O. & C. counties would not consent to this. 

(3) Contracts and permits entered into with users of the public land would be 
impaired. Contracts and permits are issued under existing laws applicable to the 
national forests, thus incurring legal and moral obligations. The national forests 
are managed for multiple use; whereas grazing is legally recognized as the 
paramount use on the Taylor grazing districts. Therefore, reereationists who 
hold summer home site permits, possibly loggers who have timber sale contracts, 
and other users of national forest resources would be uncertain as to the validity 
of their permits and contracts if national forests were given Taylor grazing 
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district status. This could result in actions against the United States for 
damages. 

(4) Exchanges would adversely affect cooperative relationships between the 
Iederal and State governments. For example, cooperative wildlife management 
programs are in effect on the national forests, and the States make substantial 
contributions to these endeavors. These contributions have been made upon the 
basis of long-range plans which are dependent upon continued national-forest 
Status. Such plans involve methods of land use, and construction and mainte- 
nance of facilities. The State conservation departments would strongly oppose 
the abdication of these agreements. 

(5) Many municipal watersheds on national forests are protected by special 
arrangements, sometimes legal in character. Complications would arise if these 
lands became Taylor grazing districts. In most of these cases, local residents and 
communities have a special personal interest in the existing arrangements, and 
may be expected to object strenuously to changes. The laws under which these 
watersheds are protected often carry special provisions as to use which are incon- 
sistent with the predominant purpose of the grazing districts. 

(6) National forest grazing fees are four to five times higher per animal- 
month than fees on Taylor grazing district lands. Permittees accustomed to the 
lower fees on Taylor grazing district lands could be expected to strongly oppose 
paying the higher fees that would be required of them if the lands were made 
part of the national forests. Taylor grazing district fees are related to the cost 
of administration, whereas national forest fees are related to the value of the 
forage and fluctuate annually with changes in the market prices received by 
producers for beef and lambs. 

Finally, I want to emphasize that substantial transfers of jurisdiction, which 
would involve appreciable areas of national forest land moving to the BLM, would 
be interpreted by the western people in those areas as an effort to break down the 
national forests. Many of the western national forests have been in existence 
for nearly half a century. Their resources provide a stable livelihood for thou- 
sands of people and recreation to hundreds of thousands more. The receipts 
from the national forests which go to the States and counties for schools and 
roads are an integral part of the local financial structure. Western people would 
oppose with all means at their disposal any program which they feel is directed 
toward breaking down their national forests. 

Frankly, the exchange of jurisdiction proposed by the Bureau of the Budget 
would be greatly hindered by the fact that two departments are involved. If both 
the national forests and the BLM-lands were in the Department of Agriculture, 
there could be gradual and limited consolidation, where desirable, to bring to- 
gether lands serving the same major purpose. With all lands involved adminis- 
tered by the Department of Agriculture, some of the above-mentioned objections to 
interdepartmental transfers could be gradually overcome. 

Sincerely yours, 
LyYLe F. Watts, Chief. 


Senator McCie.ttan. We are very happy to have in attendance to- 
day, Congressman Andersen, from Minnesota. 

Congressman, if you care to ask the Secretary or the witness any 
questions, we will be very happy to have you do so. 

Representative AnpersEN. Mr. Chairman, I certainly appreciate 
the courtesy of being permitted to sit in here with you gentlemen this 
morning. I have a special interest in this problem brought out by Mr. 
Watts, because we on the subappropriation committee for agriculture, 
during the past 6 or 8 years, have always thought that it was extremely 
illogical to see, on the one hand, the Taylor grazing areas having cattle 
upon them for which the Treasury of the United States receives per- 
haps 10 cents a head at the most for a cow and a calf for grazing 
per month, and then to see right adjacent to that same land forest lands 
upon which the same charge is 40 cents or more. This is merely illus- 
trative of the confusion which exists. 

I have always thought that it was but the height of foolishness for 
both Interior and Agriculture to be interested in these particular lands, 
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and I certainly would like to leave impressed upon this committee the 
statement that this proposal to transfer the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment to Agriculture would result, in my opinion, in the saving of 
millions of dollars by the taxpayers of America. 

I again express my appreciation for being permitted to attend. 

Senator McCienian. Thank you very much, Congressman. We are 
glad to have your comments on that provision of the bill. I think 
we are all interested in working out those problems. 

Mr. Secretary, do you have other members of your staff who would 
like to comment upon the bill ? 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, I believe they have nothing 
further. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Do you have anybody here representing the 
Soil Conservation Service ¢ 

Secretary Brannan. Dr. Bennett was here last time, but is not here 
today. 

Senator McCLettan. Does any member of the committee desire to 
hear any member of the Secretary’s staff on any particular subject? 

Senator UnpErwoop. I have heard some discussion of the fact that 
the chief difficulty that we run into in the States is the conflict not 
between the members of the committees but as between the profes- 
sionals or the employees of the Department of Agriculture who are 
charged with the responsibility in connection with the PMA, the Soil 
Conservation Service, and then the extension work in the colleges of 
agriculture. 

I think that in our own State all of these different committees are 
working together all right. I am wondering whether there is any- 
thing in any of these plans that can be proposed that can smooth out, 
coordinate, and bring about a better working condition where there 
is a little friction between those different agencies. 

Have you run into any of that at all? 

Secretary Brannan. Senator Underwood, there have been some 
administrative difficulties in the areas of soil conservation resulting 

from the fact that there is a parallelism between parts of the PMA 
program and parts of the SCS program. 

Senator Unperwoop. And even in the case of the water-control 
programs where it runs into flood-control plans. 

Secretary Brannan. That is right. We have made as aggressive 
an approach as we could to the solution of that by Memorandum 1278, 
to which numerous references have been made, and also a little earlier 
in an effort to integrate our flood-control activities. 

My own feeling as of this time is that we will, in the course of the 
next 6 months to a year, have a major portion of that problem com- 
pletely licked. 

Senator Unperwoop. Under existing law? 

Secretary Brannan. Under existing law, sir. There will always 
be some areas in which personalities w ill give us some trouble. But I 
think the structural premise or framework out of which a solution 
can be derived has been created and is in motion. 

When we get all of these men into the same building, when we get 
them conferring on each other’s program, as they must do now, and 
when they have to reach agreement on them before they begin to 
implement them, when they begin to use the same general cleric al staff 
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and other Department facilities, I think much of this difference is 
going to dissolve. 

We are, as 1 said once before, very optimistic about the results to 
come and very gratified with the progress made to date which is more 
than we really anticipated. 

Representative ANpeRSEN. Mr. Chairman, would you permit one 
further observation ¢ 

Senator McC.Letian. Yes, indeed. 

Representative ANDERSEN. May I revert back to the PMA commit- 
tees? I sincerely hope that nothing will be done toward’ radically 
changing the present set-up of those particular committees because, 
after all, they are very close to the hearts of all the farmers through- 
out the Midwest. 

Senator Dworsuak. I have one further question. 

Mr. Secretary, several days ago during these hearings, the question 
was raised as to whether the extensive research work in agriculture 
done by your Department was made available to the agricultural col- 
leges throughout the country or for vocational use. ~Do you know 
whether anything has been done to make the maximum use of the 
research which is developed by the United States Department of 
Agriculture? 

Secretary Brannan. Senator Dworshak, I think that the most 
fundamental problem with which the Department i is confronted at all 
times is the business of translating to the farmer the things that our 
scientists develop. We think that the C ooperative Extension Service, 
through which the results of research in both the Department and 
the State colleges are carried to the farmers has been extremely suc- 
cessful and has been a factor of the utmost importance in increasing 
the agricultural production of this country and, at the same time in 
strengthening American industry as well. Of course, a great deal of 
the Department’s research is done in cooperation with the experiment 
stations of the State colleges. But I would not say to you, sir, that 
there is not room for improvement, and that we are not conscious of 
it and not working on it every day. 

The problem of extending the knowledge to the farmer in such a 
way that he can understand it and will make use of it is one of the 
real administrative problems with which every Secretary of Agri- 
culture and other officials of the Department have been confronted, 
and I suspect will be after we are gone from these jobs. 

Senator Dworsuak. I think I express the opinion of one of the 
witnesses reflecting the thinking of professors in colleges of agricul- 
ture to the effect that they were not being given an opportunity to 
make the best: use of this research in the United States Department of 
Agriculture. I certainly think that something should be done to make 
available to the c olleges that research and enhance its effectiveness be- 

‘ause unless that is done you are hiding under a bushel, you might say, 
the results of extensive programs sponsored by your Department. 

Secretary Brannan. And the research becomes fruitless. 

Senator Dworsnak. That is right. 

Secretary Brannan. I think one of the great examples of that is 
one of the insecticides that we now use. It was developed by a scientist 
in Switzerland as part of his work on his doctorate. When he got 
done with his doctorate, he put the stuff on a shelf, and it was almost 
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30 years later before somebody found it. Then we took it off the 
shelf and away it went. That was DDT. 

Another example i is penicillin, which is not exactly an agricultural 
item except that it is created out of agricultural commodities. That 
was known for a considerable period of time, and its effectiveness as 
a killer of germs and bacteria was known. But until the war made it 
necessary for us to really have a new antibiotic, it sat on a shelf in 
England for a good long time. It was then brought over and put 
into the Department of Agriculture Research Labor: atory at Peoria, 
1ll., where we had been working for years and years with molds that 
attack and kill our plants. Within 6 months we were producing 
penicillin in vats as large as this room. 

It is a constant problem, but I assure you that the Department 
itself is ever aware of it and ever aware that the first language by 
which the Department was created in the administration of Abraham 
Lincoln says that we are to develop and disseminate information. 
That is what we work at. 

If I am not mistaken, I believe the witnesses you mentioned referred 
to research on methods used in agricultural education, rather than 
to agricultural research as such. We shall be very glad to make 
available to the Office of Education any materials we have on these 
methods. 

Senator Dworsnak. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to have permission to have inserted 
in the record at this point a letter written by Congressman J. T. 
Wood, of the First Congressional District of Idaho, addressed to you 
and including two letters on the subject of this legislation. 

Senator McCiettan. They may be made a part of the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 

SEPTEMBER 12, 1951. 
Hon. Joun L. McCLetran, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expendifures in the Erecutive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. ¢ 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: As you are probably aware, approximately two-thirds 
of the lands in Idaho are owned or administered by the Federal Government. 

Most of these lands are in national forests, and administered by the United 
States Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. The balance are administered 
by the Bureau of Land Management and the Office of Indian Affairs, both of which 
are in the Interior Department. 

This dual or triple administration naturally results in considerable duplica- 
tion, friction, and unjustified expenditure of public money. From my 40 years 
of close contact with the United States Forest Service, I feel that the adminis- 
tration of all Government-controlled lands within the State of Idaho could be 
most efficiently and economically administered by the United States Forest Serv- 
ice, with little or no increase in personnel; and with a substantial saving of 
the taxpayers’ money. I trust your committee will give this consolidation of 
administration your serious consideration. 

With your permission, I would like to submit for the record of this hearing, 
letters from two of Idaho’s most respected and responsible citizens, Mr. Car! E. 
Brown, president of Brown’s Tie & Lumber Co., of McCall, Idaho; and Mr. 
J. C. Siddoway, president of the Fremont County Woolgrowers Association of 
Teton City, Idaho. 

Both of these gentlement have had 40 years or more experience in dealing with 
the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture, and I feel confident that their 
views will be of considerable value to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun T. Woop, M. C. 
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Brown's Tre & LuMBER Co., 


McCall, Idaho, August 28, 1951. 
Hon. Joun T. Woon, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DreAR Dr. Woop: For some time I have been observing the functions of various 
agencies of the Government particularly as pertains to the lumber industry. 
There are certain inescapable conclusions that can be drawn and after considering 
them for some time I wanted to bring at least one to the attention of the Idaho 
delegation for whatever action they may be able to take to correct the fault 
as it exists. 

As you must know, timber on Government lands in this area is handled by 
the Department of Agriculture through the United States Forest Service and 
by the Department of Interior through the Bureau of Land Management. We 
have had many dealings with both Departments and have purchased timber 
from them, from individuals, and from the State for the past 40 years. We 
have found the Forest Service to be fair and very cooperative. They have 
handled large sales and small with a minimum of delay and a maximum of 
consideration for the operators. This has not always been true of the Bureau 
of Land Management and for that reason I believe that the timber of federally 
owned and controlled lands should be handled entirely and exclusively by the 
Forest Service and that the overlapping that now exists should be eliminated. 
The Forest Service is qualified to handle the job. They can do it better, faster, 
more economically, and protect the timber much more efficiently. They should 
be given the jurisdiction. 

I can find no reasonable grounds for justifying the continued existence of two 
departments whose functions are more or less identical when one department 
that specialized in this type of work could do the whole job and do it well. 

It is my express wish that you, as representative of this State, look into this 
matter and attempt to place Federal timber sales and control under the Forest 
Service only and therefore effect a saving to the taxpayers and create efliciency 
of operation where much confusion and delay now exists. 

Further, for your information, it is my opinion that the Forest Service is the 
finest of all governmental departments. 

Very truly yours, 
Brown’s Tire & LuMBeER Co., 
Car. E, Brown, President. 


Teron Criry, Ipano, August 28, 1951. 
Dr. Joun T. Woon, 


House Office Building, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Dr. Woop: Members of the Fremont County Wool Growers Association of 
which I am president and Idaho stockmen in general are keenly interested in the 
progress of Senate bill 1149 which provides for the reorganization of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in accordance with the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission. 

Nearly all stock growers in this part of Idaho have been forced to deal with 
two different Government agencies in connection with their grazing permits on 
national forest and Taylor Grazing lands. The conflicting regulations and poli- 
cies have caused countless misunderstandings. 

We are very anxious to see Senate bill 1149 passed as written so that the 
Taylor Grazing lands will be administered in the Department of Agriculture and 
given the same type of careful management now practiced by the Forest Service. 
The present administration of the Taylor range is entirely inadequate because 
the two men in Idaho Falls cannot hope to keep on top of the job for the tre- 
mendous area they have charge of. It looks to me like the forest rangers could 
do some work on Taylor lands in the wintertime when forest ranges are covered 
with snow. 

I have grazed sheep on the forest since before there was a forest and remember 
the days when the fastest and the strongest outfit got the feed and the little fellow 
got what was left. Forest Service regulations have changed all that so that a 
man can save feed to build up the range without having someone else hog the 
feed. I would surely like to see the forest regulations put into effect on the 
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Taylor lands, too. Because of work with livestock and range improvement re- 
search, the Department of Agriculture is the right place for this consolidated 
forest and range service to be placed. 

I wish I could be in Washington to testify before the committee on this bill but 
I am sure that you will tell them how the stockmen of Idaho feel about it. We 
are shipping lambs and making arrangements for winter feed and are pretty 
busy on the job this time of year. 

I am sending this same letter to other members of the Idaho delegation and to 
Senator McClellan who is conducting the hearings 

Sincerely yours, 
J. C. Stppow Ay. 

Senator McCretitan. Mr. Secretary, may I ask a couple of ques- 
tions that have been called to my attention that both the Bureau of 
Animal Industry and the Production and Marketing Administration 
have certain responsibilities in connection with meat inspection. Is 
that correct ? 

Secretary Brannan. That, may I say, has been the subject of study 
of several committees both within and without the Departme nt. 

Secretary Anderson created a committee, of which Milton Eisen- 
hower was chairman, which studied the reorganization of the Depart- 
ment and spent considerable time on that subject. 

The Meat Inspection Service has been in the Bureau of Animal In- 
dustry and is now. Once, during World War II, it was in the Live- 
steck Division of what is now the Production and Marketing Admin- 
istration. That resulted from the fact that there had been created a 
War Food Administration. 

I think reasonable persons can differ as to whether a regulatory 
activity of that character should be kept closest to the sources of the 
new knowledge and information which the inspectors use every day 
or whether there should be a single service handling all regulatory 
functions. 

The main responsibilities of the Livestock Branch of PMA in this 
connection are the grading and distribution of meat. 

The Bureau of Animal Industry’s main concern is that it reach 
the American people in as healthful a condition as it can reach them, 
and that the glands are extracted from the carcass at the earliest 
possible moment in the best possible condition and are on their way 
to the biological laboratories as rapidly as possible because, as you 
know, that is the source of insulin and now ACTH and many of the 
other great things that our scientists are working with. 

Senator McCettan. Do you think it would be practical to con- 
solidate those functions? 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, I will just say to you frankly 
that I belong to the school which thinks that more efficiency is created 
if the regulatory function is kept close to the sources of information 
which it uses; in other words, close to the scientific people who de- 
“— the information with which they judge the healthfulness of the 
meat, rather than over in the area which has the prime responsibility 
of sehete the meat produced and distributed. 

Senator McCretian. You would think, then, that this apparent 
duplication of services in different agencies is the best method ? 

Secretary Brannan. There is no duplication. There are no meat 
inspectors in the Livestock Branch of PMA. 
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The meat graders, who determine the grade of the meat, that is, 
whether from the standpoint of quality it is Prime, Choice, Good, 
and so forth, are in the Livestock Branch of PMA. But the man who 
says whether an animal is healthy, whether it can go in the slaughter 
pen, whether the meat is wholesome and free from disease—is in the 
Bureau of Animal Industry, which carries on our research in animal 

* diseases. 

Senator McCietian. Frankly, I do not know that it is all-im 
portant. It has been called to my attention, and I was asked whether 
there was a possibility of some reorganization in that field that would 
be beneficial. 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, the Hoover Commission talked 
about the creation of a regulatory service and the concept there, as | 
said a moment ago, I am somewhat disinclined to agree with. But 
I recognize that the individual who advocates it has strong justifica 
tion for his opinion. 

As I understand it, the Hoover Commission said, “Let us put all of 
the regulatory functions under one management and take them away 
from the basic science foundations from which they emanate.” 

I don’t really think we save any money by doing that because the 
man who is a meat inspector cannot the next day step over and inspect 
plants that are coming into the country for nematodes and plant dis- 
eases. He would be as much at a loss there as I would be in either 
field. 

So you just cannot say, “Here is a group of regulatory people. 
They can be shifted around.” They are the highest types of special- 
ists in their own field, and when there is no meat to be inspected you 
cannot take the meat inspector and put him on plant pathology 
problems, inspecting plants that are imported from other countries. 

Senator McCietian. Are there any further questions ? 

Secretary Brannan. Mr. Chairman, may I add just a sentence 
to that ? 

History shows that when we put meat inspection over in the Live- 
stock Branch during the war, it did not result in a saving. 

Senator McCietitan. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary, you 
and your staff. 

Secretary Brannan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCietian. The committee appreciates your cooperation 
in trying to help us in this problem that we have. 

Secretary Brannan. I should like to say again that I am personally 
sure that every member of the staff has gotten a great deal of good out 
of the hearings and we will make use of it. 

Senator McCietian. Thank you. 

This concludes the public hearings on this bill. I do not know 
how soon the committee will be able to consider the bill in executive 
session. 

In the meantime, the record will be kept open for the admission 
of such statements or other material that may be submitted which, 
in the committee’s judgment, is proper to be considered. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, Tuesday, September 18, 1951, the hearing 
was recessed, subject to the call of the chairman.) 
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STATEMENT OF Hon. Husert H. HUMPHREY, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Chairman, since I was unavoidably detained from attending the last meet- 
ing of this committee, | would like to insert into the record the following com- 
ments with respect to section 9 of Senate bill 1149: 

The proposal to abolish the farmer-elected PMA committee system is a pro- 
posal of great consequence to the farmers of my State. Minnesota, as you know, 
is one of the leading agriculaural States in the Nation, and the PMA com- 
mittee system has played a dominant role among the forces which have helped 
to shape the prosperous, progressive farming enterprises of which Minnesota 
is now so proud. 

I want to state my conviction that abolition of this committee system in favor 
of the extension of Federal employees into the grass-roots areas would deal a 
crippling blow to the effective administration of our farm programs. Four rea- 
sons bear out my conviction. 

First, the farmer-elected PMA committee system is doing a good job. Even 
those urging the abolition of the committee system concede this is so. 

Second, farmers like this type of farm program administration. The pro- 
ponents of abolition coneede this also. 

Third, the committee system, from the standpoint of the Government, is a 
highly economical and efficient type of administration. The proponents of 
abolition are unable to refute the obvious fact that it would cost substantially 
more to establish offices of full-time Federal employees at civil-service salaries 
than to continue with the part-time employment of farmer-elected committees 
at the modest rate of reimbursement now prevailing. 

Fourth, the farmer-elected county and community committee system is demo- 
cratic. Each farmer committeeman owes his position only to the neighboring 
farmers who elected him. What could be more democratic than to put the lecal 
administration of farm programs in the hands of farmers themselves? Every 
farmer has the assurance that he can vote out of office once a year any com- 
mittee member who works against his interests. 

This is far more democratic than the proposal in 8S. 1149 to replace the ad- 
ministrative work of these committees with civil servants. The Department of 
Agriculture has made great strides in decentralizing its programs and using 
men in its administration who know local conditions from having lived most 
of their lives in the various communities. The provision of this bill would turn 
back the clock by sending Federal employees into these important jobs. I have 
great faith in the competence of our Federal employees, but they can never 
take the place of a committee of neighbors who are subject to the will of the 
people in their communities. 

We would like to give the county and community committeemen of Min- 
nesota a vote of cénfidence and to enlarge their duties, if there is to be any 
change, rather than to wipe out their functions by replacing them with the less 
democratic and more costly system of administration. The people of this country 
do not realize the enormous amount of time these men spend on their jobs, 
for much of which they never put in a bill. They are working examples of the 
democracy in government which we should be telling the world about, instead 
of trying to replace. 


The Cuarrman. I submit herewith for the record a letter from 
Hon. James M. Mead, Chairman of the Federal Trade Commission, 
with reference to an amendment proposed by the FTC to section 13 
of S. 1149. 

This amendment would not change the substance of section 13, but 
is intended to point up the fact that there are certain regulatory as- 
pects now under control of the Federal Trade Commission which 
should remain with that agency, as it relates to the interstate move- 
ment of certain food and drugs. 

I am also inserting two other communications received by the com- 
mittee in relation to section 13—one from Dr. Hugh R. Leavell of the 
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Harvard School of Public Health, and the other from Hon. John L. 
Thurston, Acting Administrator of the Federal Security Agency: 


. 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, 
Washington, August 7, 1951. 
In re 8. 1149, Eighty-second Congress, first session. 
Hon. JoHw L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with your invitation, I am submitting 
this brief statement concerning one feature of the above bill. 

Section 13 of the bill (committee print of August 14, 1951) provides for a 
study by the Bureau of the Budget, or its designee, of Federal regulatory 
functions respecting foods and drugs, including the present distribution of such 
functions between the Federal Security Agency, the Federal Trade Commission 
and the Department of Agriculture, the requirements and procedures of these 
agencies, the areas of overlapping or doubtful authority and the practical effect 
of the existing distribution of functions and their exercise by the agencies upon 
producers, manufacturers, distributors, and consumers. It requires the sub- 
mission of a plan with necessary legislative recommendations “for consolidating, 
insofar as feasible, food-regulatory functions in the Department of Agriculture 
and drug-regulatory functions in the Federal Security Agency.” 

The study thus provided is a broad one which should be helpful to the com- 
mittee in considering the problem before it. It occurs to me, however, that the 
next to the last sentence of the section, which reads, 

“Such study shall be submitted to the Congress on or before June 30, 1953, and 
shall include a plan, together with necessary legislative recommendations, for 
consolidating insofar as feasible, food-regulatory functions in the Department of 
Agriculture and drug-regulatory functions in the Federal Security Agency,” 
is likely to so restrict the report made pursuant to the study as to prevent con- 
sideration by those making the study of matters which greatly concern the 
Federal Trade Commission and which, I believe, would also be of interest and 
value to your committee in its study of the problem. 

Believing that some change in the above-quoted sentence would provide the 
committee with a better rounded report and one which would afford a sounder 
basis for such action as the committee may finally determine to be appropriate, 
may I suggest your consideration of the following in lieu of the sentence in 
question: 

“Such study shall be submitted to the Congress on or before June 30, 1953, 
and shall be so formulated as to afford a basis for determining the extent to 
which it is desirable and feasible to place food-regulatory functions in the 
Department of Agriculture and drug-regulatory functions in the Federal Security 
Agency. The study shall take into account the necessity for adequate protection 
of the public health and the prevention of practices unfair to producers, manu- 
facturers, distributors, or consumers as well as the promotion of efficiency and 
economy of administration.” 

If you so desire, I shall be pleased to appear before your committee in further 
explanation of my views on this subject. 

With my best wishes. 

Sincerely, 
JAS. M. MEAD, Chairman. 


New York, N. Y., September 11, 1951. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Regarding S. 1149, section 13, providing for transfer food-inspection services 
from Federal Security Agency to Department Agriculture, respectfully call at- 
tention to recommendation Medical Services Committee of Hoover Commission, 
of which I was member, and Brookings Institution, that food and drug inspec- 
tion remain as a function of Federal Health Agency. Refer to Hoover Commis- 
sion report on welfare services by Brookings. 

HucH R. Leave, M. D., 
Professor, Public Health Practice, Harvard School of Public Health. 
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AvuGusT 23, 1951. 
Hon. JOHN L. THURSTON, 


Acting Administrator, Federal Security Agency, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. THURSTON: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of August 
22 with reference to the bill S. 1149, providing for the reorganization of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Your comments relative to section 13 of the bill will be incorporated in the 
record of the hearings for the benefit of members of the committee. 

Arrangements have been made for the appearance of the Commissioner of 
Education, Dr. Earl J. McGrath, at the hearings on Friday, September 7, 1951. 
The hearings will be held in room 357, Senate Office Building, beginning at 10 
a.m. Dr. McGrath will follow Mr. William F. Finan, representing the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Thanking you for your cooperation in this matter, I am 

Sincerely yours, 


JOHN L. McCLeLLAN, Chairman. 


FEDERAL SEcurtITY AGENCY, 
Washington, August 22, 1951. 
Hon. JouHn L. McCrLetian, 
Chairman, Committtee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your letter of August 14, 1951, advising 
us of the hearings scheduled by your committee on 8. 1149, to begin August 28, 
1951, and enclosing a copy of a committee print of August 14, 1951, which would 
make various changes in the bill. 

The provisions in the bill and the committee print pertaining to functions 
in the field of food and drug regulation and in the field of vocational education 
are of particular concern to this Agency. Our views on these provisions in 
the bill S. 1149 are set forth in our letter to you of May 1, 1951. 

We believe that the provisions of section 13 of the committee print represent 
an improvement over the provisions of section 13 of the bill in placing responsi- 
bility for the study of Federal food- and drug-regulatory functions in the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget rather than in the Secretary of Agriculture. 
However, we still believe, as indicated in our May 1, 1951, report, that it would 
be distinctly preferable to authorize the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
on the basis of his study to develop and submit his recommendations for the 
most feasible distribution of these functions without being circumscribed by 
statutory language which might be construed as a predetermination as to how 
these functions should be distributed. 

With regard to the provisions of the bill and of the committee print which 
would transfer certain vocational education functions from the Office of Edu- 
eation to the Department of Agriculture, the Commissioner of Education, Dr. 
Earl J. McGrath, will appear before your committee and testify for the Office 
of Education and the Federal Security Agency. Dr. McGrath would prefer 
to testify on the 6th or 7th of September, preferably the latter date, if this is 
satisfactory to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN L. THURSTON, 
Acting Administrator, 


The CHamman. I also submit for the record the following state- 


ments and letters filed with the committee in relation to various aspects 
of bill S. 1149: 


UnNttTep STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


fugust 15, 1951. 
Senator Joun L. McCLetian, 


Chairman, Committee on Eapenditures, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Dear JOHN: Thank you for your letter of August 14 inviting me to appear 
before the Expenditures Committee on S. 1149, of which I am a cosponsor. 





466 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


As you know, my function in introducing S. 1149 together with each of the 
other bills and resolutions dealing with Hoover Commission recommendations 
was to place those recommendations before the Congress in order that they 
might have appropriate disposition. It is not my intention to appear in behalf 
of each of the bills that I have sponsored, and as I indicated when they were 
introduced it is my desire to reserve judgment on them until after the committees 
have given them due consideration. 

There is one feature of S. 1149, however, upon which I should like to comment— 
that is section 7, which would transfer the vocational education functions 
relating to agriculture from the Office of Education to the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. I can see the logic of the Hoover Commission recommendation for inte- 
grating all aspects of agricultural education in the Department of Agriculture: 
but from the representations I have received from people in my State, it appears 
to me that such a transfer would be more disruptive than constructive. I there- 
fore would urge that your committee give serious consideration to the deletion 
of this provision in section 7. 

With best wishes, I am 


Sincerely, 
HOMER FERGUSON. 


CAMBRIDGE, MAss., September 10, 1951. 


DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN : It develops that I am unable to come to Washing 
ton in time to appear at the hearing on Wednesday. In accord with your offer, 
therefore, I ask you to have entered in the record the statement which I enclose. 

I thank you for your consideration and your permission to submit the state- 
ment, and I regret that I cannot leave Cambridge in time to appear personally. 


Sincerely yours, 
BrerNArp DeVorto. 


My name is Bernard DeVoto. I live in Cambridge, Mass. I am a student of 
conservation, a writer of editorial comment on public issues, and a historian 
specializing in western history. In all three capacities I have had reason to be- 
come familiar with the problems of the public lands. 

I believe that the passage of S. 1149, implementing recommendations of the 


Hoover Commission which the bill cites, would achieve greater economy and 


greater efficiency in the administration of the public lands. I shall speak only 
about section 7 (a) (1), which transfers the functions of the Bureau of Land 
Management, except those that relate to mining, from the Department of the 
Interior to the Department of Agriculture. Most conservationists have long 
favored that transfer. It would end confusion, duplication, and unnecessary 
expense. It would increase administrative efficiency. It would repair a_his- 
torical mistake in public policy that has been a source of weakness, friction, and 
waste. The situation it is designed to remedy is so widely recognized that, I 
believe, among impartial minds there is no disagreement about the desirability 
of its objectives. There has been disagreement about the means of achieving 
them. Yet of the proposals that have been made, other than that contained in 
the section I am discussing, only one seems to me realistically practicable. 
That is the proposal to transfer the Forest Service from the Department of 
Agriculture to the Department of the Interior. Such a transfer is indeed con- 
ceivable, but it seems to me unwise to the far verge of folly and potentially so 
dangerous as to threaten disaster. I note that it has usually been proposed by 
avowed opponents of the Forest Service. 

All Government reorganization is certain to create some dismay, anxiety, 
resentment, and anger. We must also face the fact that when a bureau has 
grown up in one department of the Government, to transfer it or its functions or 
its personnel to another department will be difficult and painful. Such a bureau 
has become an organic part of the department in which it developed. Its pro- 
cesses are so intimately and complexly connected with the larger unit that to 
uproot and transplant it will necessarily diffuse energy and decrease effectiveness 
until has made organic adaptations to the new environment. 

It would be idle to suppose that such a result will not follow for a time the 
transfer of the Bureau of Land Management; or its functions, to the Department 
of Agriculture. That is regrettable but it is a price that must be paid to achieve 
the simplification, unification, economy, and increased efficiency envisioned by 
the Hoover Commission’s recommendations. In choosing between those values 
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and a temporary, actually minor disturbance no one, I believe, can hesitate for 
amoment. If the functions of the Bureau of Land Management and those of the 
Forest Service are to be concentrated in one department, as conservationists 
have long recommended and the Hoover Commission has proposed, then clearly 
those of the Bureau of Land Management are the ones that must be transplanted. 
To begin with, it is much the smaller and much the younger Bureau. Its roots 
are less complex and less intricately interwoven with the rest of its Department. 
Its organic connections with the Department are fewer, less vital, and above 
all less mature in use and habit. To transfer it from the Interior would risk 
incomparably less impairment of administrative soundness and health than to 
transfer the Forest Service would. Furthermore, its presence in the Depart- 
ment of the Interior is an administrative and scientific anomaly. 

On the other hand, the Forest Service, which is much larger and has had a 
full generation more of institutional life, is organically connected with so many 
parts of the Department of Agriculture that to transplant it without crippling 
it seems to me impossible. Since earlier witnesses must have thoroughly explored 
this vital subject, I will allude to only one aspect of it, which I believe to be 
conclusive in itself though by no means the only conclusive reason for imple- 
menting section 7 (a) (1). I refer to scientific research in the use, development, 
conservation, and improvement of land and water resources. Such research 
always has been and always will be a primary function of the Department of 
Agriculture, and the Department maintains many agencies to conduct it. The 
scientific activities of the Forest Service—its research divisions and experiment 
stations—are an integral part of the Department’s coordinated system. Its field 
and research scientists are partners in an enterprise which includes the inter- 
related work of such agencies as the Soil Conservation Service, the Bureau of 
Agricultural and Industrial Chemistry, the Bureau of Animal Industry, the 
Bureau of Dairy Industry, the Bureau of Entomology and Plant Quarantine, and 
the Bureau of Plant Industry, Soils, and Agricultural Engineering. The habits 
of coordination, exchange of information, interchange of facilities, and concerted 
attack on scientific problems which such agencies have developed are invaluable. 
To remove the Forest Service from its present intimate engagement with these 
agencies, as the transfer of any of its functions would do, would gravely damage 
not only the Forest Service but the other agencies as well. Moreover, the Depart- 
ment of the Interior has no such facilities and coordinated scientific approaches 
to land management as those I have named. If it were to take jurisdiction over 
the Forest Service, it would provide very little in the way of scientific research and 
experiment to replace what the Service would lose by the transfer. Yet research 
and experiment are but one of the functional, organic bonds between the Forest 
Service and the Department of Agriculture. 

Indeed the very name of the Bureau of Land Management reveals its proper 
place. Land management is a function of the Department of Agriculture. The 
basic occupations and problems of land management are essentially agricultural. 

The practice of forestry by the Government, with all that forestry includes, 
originated in the Department of Agriculture. The Forest Service was organized 
in that Department, to meet a need which was admitted to come within the 
province of that Department. So was its predecessor, the Bureau of Forestry. 
So was the Bureau’s predecessor, the Division of Forestry. Most of the area 
that is now administered by the Forest Service was once under the jurisdiction 
of the Department of the Interior. Even then, however, when the forest 
resources were locked up in the forest reserves and kept unavailable for use, 
almost everyone who had anything to do with their maintenance and protection 
was on loan to the Department of the Interior from the Division or the Bureau 
of Forestry. When at last the reserves were unlocked for use, they were trans- 
ferred to the Department of Agriculture, the Forest Service was established to 
administer them, and they were reorganized as national forests. The logic be- 
hind that transfer and reorganization was absolute and unanswerable. It was 
accepted not only by the Executive but by Congress and the Department of the 
Interior. Basically it was this: trees, grass, and other forage are crops, and 
crops are the concern of the Department of Agriculture. It was the Department 
best qualified by experience, tradition, and facilities to administer forest land 
and grazing land, to supervise and regulate their uses, and to study the problems 
they involve. The logic that was conclusive in 1905 is just as conclusive today. 
In fact today we are better able to appreciate its force, because the years since 
then have made us understand that the diverse uses of the land are related 
to one anther and that wise mangement requires coordination of those uses. 
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That jurisdiction over the grazing lands administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management was not given to the Forest Service when they were first organized 
appears to me to have been a mistake, indeed a regression, in public policy. At 
that time practically all the experience in the management of public ranges 
that existed was concentrated in the Forest Service. It had experience. know- 
ledge, and a system; surely the part of wisdom then was to make use of these, 
not to create a new and additional agency which must start from scratch. That 
an emergency existed is true and that the quickest action possible was advisable 
is arguable. But we may remember that of the reasons which led to the organ- 
ization of the Taylor Act lands in the Department of the Interior, many of them 
adventitious, one of the weightiest was the difference in estimates of the costs 
of administration submitted by the two Departments on the request of Congress. 
The Department of Agriculture, on the basis of its experience, submitted as 
estimate which turned out to be remarkably close to the actual costs. The 
Department of the Interior submitted an estimate only a fraction as large. Con- 
gress acted on the latter estimate and to the fact that it was unrealisically low 
are due many of the ills from which the Bureau of Land Management has suffer- 
ed, as its predecessor the Grazing Service did before it. It has been wretchedly 
understaffed. Though originally charged by Congress to repair and restore its 
lands, it has been unable to effect any considerable improvement. And there are 
some, I among them, who would say that it has not always been able adequately 
to protect the public interest from deliberate encroachment by organized special 
interests. I instance its being compelled to adopt the working principle that fees 
charged for grazing on its lands shall be determined without regard to the 
value of that grazing. I instance also the situation that has developed in fact, 
though not in theory or statutory provision, which enables the users of its 
ranges to determine the regulations that govern grazing, a reversal of sound 
administrative practice. Here are additional reasons for supporting the trans- 
fer of the Bureau to the Department of Agriculture. 

I cannot leave this subject without reminding the committee of two signifi- 
cant facts. The first is this: over the years we have seen many attempts to 
subject the grazing ranges administered by the Forest Service to exploitation 
by special interests, against the public interest and to the exclusion of other 
uses of those lands. They have almost invariably proposed bringing those 
ranges under the Taylor Act or provisions modeled on it, and they have usually 
proposed transferring jurisdiction over them to the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment. This would indicate that those who desire to exploit the ranges ad- 
versely to the public interest believe that they can do so more easily under 
the kind of administration provided by the Bureau of Land Management than 
under that of the Forest Service. And that the public agrees with them is 
indicated by the second fact, which is this: whenever these attempts have 
been made public opinion has supported the Forest Service and defeated them. 

This prompt mobilization of public opinion is part of a more inclusive phe- 
nomenon, which is the last point I desire to make here. Today there is a far 
more widespread understanding of the national resources embodied in the 
public lands than there has ever been before. It is accompanied by a similarly 
widespread understanding of the problems and principles of land management. 
Those of us who believe that such an understanding was long since overdue, 
nevertheless rejoice that it has come and are confident it will increase. It ex- 
plains the insistence on such reorganization as that contemplated by the bill 
under discussion. If I read public opinion correctly, then it comes from a 
realization that the maximum value of the resource, the maximum sound use 
of the public lands, the maximum development and protection of them, and 
the maximum safeguard of the public interest all depend on the greatest feasible 
unification of public land management. It is a realization that the uses are 
dependent on one another and that the problems are not separate but inter- 
related. And it is therefore a realization that the attack on the problem must 
be multiple, coordinated, and under unified direction. 

I believe that there is a very strong public sentiment to this effect. If so, 
the public must regard section 7 (a) (1) of this bill as a notable and necessary 
advance. For that section will unify administration and extend the kind of 
management that has been found most productive. It will concentrate in the 
department best qualified to exercise it the administration of lands whose prob- 
lems are similar, related, and in fact inseparable from one another. The concept 
of coordinated land management for multiple land use was pioneered by the 
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Department of Agriculture. In my judgment the Department of Agriculture 
should be entrusted with and held responsible for this incalculably valuable 
national resource, on which so much of the future prosperity of the United 
States depends, 

BERNARD DEVoro. 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, 
Washington 1, D. C., September 5, 1951. 
Mr. WALTER L. REYNOLDS, 
Chief Cierk, Senate Committee On Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments, the Senate Office Building, Room 249, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Mk. Reynoips: I understand that hearings are to be held on S. 1149 
by the Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments be- 
ginning on the 6th of September. I had hoped to have opportunity to present 
this statement before the committee, but find that I will not be in the city at 
that time. 

It would be greatly appreciated if you would be so kind as to include the 
enclosed statement in the record. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE D. RILEy, 
Vember, National Legislative Committee, American Federation of Labor. 


Enclosure 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, MEMBER, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, BEFORE SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES 
IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS, SEPTEMBER 6, 1951 


My remarks on the present bill S. 1149 providing for reorganization of the 
Department of Agriculture are directed mainly at section 7 (a). This portion 
of section 7 deals with the transfer from the Department of the Interior to the 
Department of Agriculture of the functions of the Bureau of Land Management. 

On several occasions the American Federation of Labor has expressed its 
interest in the conservation and the operations of forestry, logging, and lumber 
activities. 

In 1941 the executive council of the American Federation of Labor reported 
on the findings of the Joint Committee on Forestry, which findings were made 
as the result of extensive investigation. Ours has been more than a passing 
interest in these vital problems, inasmuch as the prosperity of the United States 
is highly dependent upon the preservation and wise use of our natural resources. 

The majority of the workers engaged in the lumbering and the processing of 
lumber are members of unions affiliated with the American Federation of Labor. 
Their livelihood and standard of living depends upon the adequate maintenance 
and development of the Nation's forest resources. Certainly our timber stands 
and our forests are among the Nation’s most valuable assets deserving care- 
fully planned preservation and development. Any wanton destruction of our 
virgin timber stands, which have brought us barren stump lands and decadent 
lumber communities with their stranded workers, must no longer be permitted. 

For more than a decade the American Federation of Labor has taken an active 
interest in these problems of our national conservation program. In 1941, our 
executive council stated that they heartily endorsed the policy for an aggressive 
forest program. They added, “The American Federation of Labor has repeat 
edly emphasized the need for an aggressive forest program that will restore the 
productive capacity of our forest areas on a permanent basis, in order that 
American labor may enjoy the fruits of a permanent and stable source of raw 
materials.” 

We would be in general agreement with the statement set forth in the study 
of the Department of Agriculture in the report to Congress from the Hoover 
Commission. I have especial reference to the remarks in that report which 
refer to the “conflicting, confusing, and duplicating activities of the Forest 
Service in the Department of Agriculture, and the Bureau of Land Management 
in the Department of the Interior. Both of these agencies are administering 
the same type of land under different policies.” 
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As a further demonstration of our interest of the preservation of forest re- 
sources, I recall that only this year we took an active part in obtaining adequate 
funds with which to combat the spruce beetle in the western regions. It was 
pleasing to note the interest shown by the Congress in this vital appropriatioi. 
I know that the moneys will be spent wisely and will bring a high return from 
the investment. 

Anything which at the same time promotes more effective Government admin- 
istration and advances the causes of conservation, and at the same time can 
easily affect some economies, I am sure will be all in a good cause. 

For these reasons, we are pleased to endorse the provisions of the bill which 
would transfer from the Department of the Interior to the Department of Agri 
culture the functions of the Bureau of Land Management. 


J DULUTH, MINN., August 31, 1951. 
Senator JOHN L. McCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in Executive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: There are now hearings being conducted before your 
committee, inquiring into projects, methods of procedure, etc., covering the 
Department of Agriculture and of course the branches under that department. 
The members of this federation would like very much to have a copy of this 
letter in the record covering these hearings. 

You of course are well aware of the huge army of employees working under 
the Commodity Credit Corporation and its main branch, the Purchasing and 
Marketing Administration. We in our business have contended for a matter 
of 13 years that we are capable of saving the Government considerable money 
by being permitted to occupy our usual and customary place in channels of 
trade and commerce covering the movement of grain taken over by the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation in payment for loans under default. For many 
years we have attempted to impress the officials of the Department of Agri- 
culture and these two important branches with the fact that we are a usual 
and customary channel in the handling of grain from country level to terminal 
position. In doing this we have maintained at all times a highly trained person- 
nel, and we have that personnel 12 months of the year. The nature of our 
business as cash grain commission merchants makes this necessary. During 
the years, however, when large quantities of grain are taken over by Govern- 
ment agencies we have felt the pinch of the loss of revenue due to the volume 
of grain thus being taken over and which normally we would handle. Because of 
the volume that we ordinarily handle we have been able to operate on a very 
small fee basis. When a considerable layer of this volume is taken out of our 
hands we of course lose revenue and in order to continue the maintenance of our 
several organizations we must delve into our capital account during these years. 

It is well known to everyone who has made a study of Government operation 
that no Government bureau can operate as efficiently with public funds behind 
them as private enterprise can with a profit motive. Along this line we can 
advise having held many hearings with officials of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation and the PMA branch and have insisted that we could do the job of 
moving Government inventories of grain from one position to another at less 
expense than is now entailed and also do a more efficient job. The inefficiency 
on the part of these two branches of the Department of Agriculture became so 
bad that finally country grain operators insisted that we go to Congress and 
we were successful in obtaining hearings before the House Banking and Cur 
rency Committee during the early months of 1950. We were also given extensive 
hearings before the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. At the 
conclusion of this Senate committee hearing a subcommittee was named and 
further hearings were held before this subcommittee. Amendments to the 
charter of the Commodity Credit Corporation were offered on the floor of both 
Houses, but were defeated mostly because of the urgency of the bill to which 
these amendments were attached, namely a bill to increase the borrowing power 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation. Many witnesses testified and in ad- 
dition to the grain people there were farmers and also representatives of the 
National Grange and the American Farm Bureau Federation. 

I am not going into a great deal of detail in this letter to explain what was 
attempted in these amendments, but I can refer you to the report of these 
hearings before the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry covering the 
bill S. 2826. I can also refer you to the subcommittee report No. 1375 under 
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Calendar No. 1380. These reports point out very clearly the inefficiency and 
mistakes that have been, and still are being, made in these two branches of 
the Department of Agriculture. At one of our conferences between the repre- 
sentatives of these two departments and ourselves, held in Chicago some few 
years ago, the Commodity Credit Corporation people came out with a figure 
which they said represented the cost per bushel of handling these grains. In 
view of later developments we know that no such a figure was available and that 
there was absolutely no truth in it. During the hearings before the Senate 
committee in March 1950, it developed that there was $90 million lost in the 
shuffle some place in these Departments. We know what it costs us to do 
business, but we cannot accept any such figure as was given us at that time. 
We know that we can operate and do a better job for a smaller fee and save 
the Federal Government money. 

We are not asking for a hearing before your committee at this time, but if 
these hearings are drawn out past September 15 we would be very interested 
in having the opportunity of appearing. 

Sincerely yours, 
FEDERATION OF CASH GRAIN COMMISSION 
MERCHANTS’ ASSOCIATIONS, 
R. G. Sims, President. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 


fugust 28, 1951. 
Hon. JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear JOHN: I think it is obvious from the last paragraph of the attached 
letter that Mr. Bohoskey assumed that I was a member of the Expenditures 
Committee. Therefore, I am taking the liberty of submitting his letter to you 
with the suggestion that you might want to incorporate it in your committee’s 
hearings on S. 1149. 

Sincerely yours, 
GporGE D. AIKEN. 


YAKIMA SHEEP Co., 
Yakima, Wash., August 24, 1951. 
Senator Grorce D. AIKEN, 
State of Vermont, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: Referring to 8. 1149, a bill to provide for the reorganization 
of the Department of Agriculture in order to promote more efficiency and 
economy in administering among other things the grazing lands owned by the 
United States Government, we wish to go on record as being very much inter 
ested in any bill which will promote more efficient management and operation 
of Federal grazing lands and wish to express our views in the matter in order 
that you may be more fully informed as to how some of we stockmen feel in the 
matter. 

‘The Yakima Sheep Co. is one of the oldest livestock outfits in the Pacifie North 
west and at present one of the largest. We produce, feed, and fatten for market 
both cattle and sheep, specializing in sheep. We own about 56,000 acres of land 
tributary to and within the Yakima Valley. Scattered within our deeded land 
we have Bureau of Land Management and Bureau of Reclamation land and 
also some Northern Pacific, State school land, and private leases amounting to 
something over 100,000 acres. This land is used primarily for late fall, winter, 
and early-spring range. We summer our sheep in the United States National 
Forest, Yakima Indian Reservation, and on private land we own and lease. We 
run about 10,000 breeding ewes on the range the year around. 

At one time this outfit had permits in the United States National Forest for 
10,000 breeding ewes for the summer months. During the past 15 or 18 years it 
has become necessary for the Forest Service to gradually cut down on the num 
ber of sheep and cattle in the national forests due to previous unwise manage- 
ment, competition between wildlife (principally elk) and domestic stock, and 
a dry cycle or drought which developed during the 1930's. This company took a 
eut on our forest allotments during this period of about 60 percent reducing the 
numbers from 10,000 to our present annual permits for 3,600 in the Wenatchee 
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and Snoqualmie National Forests and a temporary “on and off” permit for 400, 
which is allowed us on account of our use of deeded land within the Wenatchee 
National Forest. 

In order to keep up our sheep numbers, we were forced to acquire other summer 
range and we have for a number of years summered 3,000 breeding ewes on the 
Yakima Indian Reservation ang the balance we summer on land we own and 
lease in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains west of Yakima. 

During the past 15 years the United States Forest Service has developed and 
trained a personnel who have specialized in proper range management with a 
view to increasing and perpetuating the natural grasses, forage, and brouse 
within the national forests. This, of course, is of the utmost importance in 
protecting our watersheds and preventing erosion so that the valuable topsoil 
is not washed down into the rivers and lost forever. When the sod is broken 
and erosion sets in, then when the snow melts in the spring and heavy rains 
develop, the water rushes down the mountains, makes canyons and runs off so 
fast it causes floods in valuable agricultural areas and even cities. 

Of course, we did not like to lose so many permits and be cut down 60 percent 
on the national forest, but we also are citizens and taxpayers, and the writer 
especially can see the necessity of conserving our grazing land for the future, 
and we are willing to cooperate with the Forest Service in the practice of effi- 
cient range management. 

I think that most stockmen are interested in seeing Federal grazing lands 
under one head in order to promote efficient range management and improve 
our grasslands so that they will support more livestock. As it is essential in 
the livestock-range industry that we have a year-around grazing operation, it 
would seem that it would promote more economy and better management of the 
Government grazing lands to have the BLM and that portion of the Reclama- 
tion land which will never come under irrigation and which is now used for 
livestock grazing put under the same management as the United States national! 
forests. 

We must not lose sight of the fact that the wildlife, particularly deer and elk, 
winter on the open winter ranges with domestic stock and summer in the na 
tional forests with the domestic stock, and wildlife numbers should be regu 
lated and controlled the same as domestic stock, as they are causing severe 
damage on our public domain. 

I would not recommend that Indian lands be included, as they are adminis- 
tered for the benefit of the Indians and used largely by Indians and perhaps 
eventually there will be no white man’s stock on the reservations. 

It would seem to the writer that the BLM land, Taylor Grazing Act, and 
Oregon and California revested land, which will be used exclusively for grazing, 
should be incorporated into the United States national forests and administered 
by them within the Department of Agriculture. They have a personnel trained 
in range management. These men are mostly graduates of agricultural col 
leges and have specialized in forestry, grazing, etc. They have started at the 
bottom as sealers, rangers, etc., and worked up the hard, practical way. As 
a result, we now have better range management and better cooperation between 
the national-forest officials and stockmen and sportsmen than we ever had 
before. 

Much has been learned by them, and through them the stockmen have learned 
a great deal about range management. Advisory boards of cattle and sheep 
men have been established to represent the stockmen in dealing with forest 
officials. The writer has had the privilege of serving on the advisory board at 
various times both in the Wenatchee and Snoqualmie National Forests in the 
State of Washington. This summer we took a pack trip through one of our 
summer ranges on the Snoqualmie Forest, and a representative and advisers 
board member of both the cattle and sheepmen was present from every forest 
in the State of Washington, together with the supervisors of each forest, anl 
grazing officials from the head office of the national forests in Portland. ‘Twenty- 
nine men rode horseback for several days with Government packers carrying 
the supplies, and the purpose of the trip was to go over ranges that were being 
used and compare with ranges which have been taken out of use by domestic 
stock and only used by wildlife, and to settle any problems right on the ground. 

It has been the practice to go over a different range each summer with this 
group, and it now is established as a permanent feature. Two years ago Walter 
Dutton, Chief of Grazing for the United States National Forests of Washing- 
ton, D. C., rode with us. This year Mr. Avon Denham, assistant to Mr. Dutton, 
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was with us, and I would suggest that you contact either of these gentlemen 
for further information along these lines. 

Grass and natural forage is the most valuable of all agricultural crops. It 
represents our greatest national resource. From grass we produce meat, wool, 
hides, dairy products, ete. It is a vital part of our agricultural set-up and it 
naturally follows that grazing lands should be administered within the De 
partment of Agriculture. It ties right in with our agricultural colleges and 
every service and institution that is identified with agriculture. 

If trained United States national-forest officials administer the grazing land 
on the open public domain, together with the summer range on the National 
forests, it would give them an opportunity to supervise the grazing on prac 
tically a year-around basis, which would be a good influence on the Forest 
Service, as it would broaden their scope of action and result in a better control 
of the wildlife as well as the domestic stock. It would avoid conflict between 
various bureaus. 

Of course, there are many who will differ with me and say that this will 
tend to give the Forest Service autocratic power and make them arrogant 
and difficult to deal with. I have had dealings with forest officials for over 
30 years and find them just as human and as easy to get along with as any 
other group of men. We have just as good and well-trained men in the De 
partment of Interior on the BLM lands, etc. They came from the same agri 
cultural colleges, and many of them were trained in the United States national 
forest service. However, would it not seem more reasonable to incorporate 
all agricultural activities within the Department of Agriculture, which is set 
up for that purpose? These trained men in the BLM and other grazing sery 
ices could still be retained in their present work and taken over by the Forest 
Service in order to take advantage of their valuable experience and training 
It would mean enlarged opportunities for advancement for them in a more 
expanded bureau. 

These men in both the Forest Service and BLM are not bureaucrats, as the) 
are sometimes called, but are career men who are making a life work in the 
Service. They are not politicians but are trying to faithfully serve thei 
country in the work of their choice. They have to deal with stockmen, timber 
men, sportsmen, recreationists, conservationists, ete., and in doing their job 
they cannot satisfy all these interests at the same time and are open to criti 
cism. My observation has been that they have been doing a pretty good job 
under the circumstances, and if they continue their present policy of good range 
management we need not worry about the future of our grazing resources 

Wishing vou and your committee success in your reorganization work, I am 

Very truly yours, 
\ rR BOHOSKEY 


THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 
Berkeley, Calif., August 18, 1951 
Hon. Joun L. McCLeELiAn, 
United States Senate, Washinaton, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN: Were it possible for me to travel to Wash- 
ington at this time, I would request permission to appear before your Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive Departments at its hearings on 8S. 1149, which 
I understand are to begin on August 18. 

Since duties here preclude my personal appearance, I respectfully request 
your committee to place in its record the following statement : 


STATEMENT BY CLAUDE BURTON HUTCHISON, VICE PRESIDENT, UNIVERSITY OF CALI 
FORNIA AND DEAN OF Its COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURI 


While favoring in general the plan for reorganizing the Department of Agricul- 
ture as proposed in S. 1149, I direct my statement specifically to section 7 thereof. 

It is my considered judgment that all functions and services of the Federal 
Government pertaining to the use and preservation of the Nation’s soils resources, 
in both public and private ownership, should be brought together under one 
executive department. Such unification of administration is desirable in the 
interest of (1) prevention of duplicatian of cost at the national, regional, and 
local levels, and (2) establishment and promotion of uniformity in policies and 
procedures directly affecting the administration and use of federally owned lands 
in relation to and in cooperation with private-land owners 
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This administration, in my judgment, should be in the Department of Agricul- 
ture for several cogent reasons, including the following: 

1. Agricultural functions of the Federal Government properly and logically 
include— 

(a) the growing, harvesting, and marketing of food, fiber, forage, and 
forest crops; 

(b) the care of the land, the watersheds, and the waters on which these 
crops depend; and 

(c) the fostering and promoting of research to develop additional infor- 
mation and extension procedures to aid in its dissemination and application. 

2. The administration of forest, range, and watershed lands consists primarily 
of managing, protecting, and improving vegetative cover. Such administration 
is mainly the application of the biological sciences, particularly the plant and 
animal sciences. This administration, therefore, logically belongs in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, which has traditionally been charged with the responsibility 
of promoting, on private as well as public lands, good land management for 
whatever purpose the land may be used. 

3. The Department of Agriculture has a long history of splendid, helpful, 
and effective cooperation with the land-grant colleges and universities of the 
several States, especially in agricultural (including forestry and range manage- 
ment) research and extension. 

These colleges and universities have much to contribute to Federal programs 
of management of public as well as private lands in their respective States. To 
distribute the Federal functions in these areas between various departments 
of the Government would establish difficult barriers to effective teamwork 
between the land-grant colleges and the Federal agencies responsible for managing 
forest, range, and watershed lands. 

4. The administration of forest lands and cooperation by the Federal Govern- 
ment with private land owners has already proved successful in all of the country 
east of the Great Plains, containing three-quarters of the commercial forest land 
of the Nation. 

5. In the United States more than 50 percent of the commercial timberland 
is in farm forests and in small forest holdings largely intermingled with farm 
lands. The difficulties involved in extending adequate technical advice in farm 
forest management to the more than a million owners of these lands are very 
great. It can, however, be considered as axiomatic that this farm forest man- 
agement advice must be closelly integrated with that on farm management 
being given to the farmer owners by the Department of Agriculture and the 
land-grant colleges. 

6. Similarly much of the public grazing lands must be operated in connection 
with private holdings. These operations are certainly agricultural. The Govern- 
ment’s management procedures and services for these functions therefore can 
best be administered in the Department of Agriculture. 

7. Unification of all Federal forestry and range activities in the Department 
of Agriculture in close relationship to the Department’s other activities and 
services would promote the integration and coordination that is necessary for 
the most effective and economical administration of all the Federal Govern 
ment’s agricultural functions. 

Respectfully submitted. 


C. B. HurcHtson. 


THe NaturaAt Resources WorKsHop or RHODE ISLAND, 
Providence, R.I., August 27, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN L. McCLe.ian, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: I had planned to present the enclosed statement 
on behalf of the Rhode Island Federation of Garden Clubs and the Rhode Island 
Wildlife Federation at the hearing scheduled for August 29 relative to section 
7 (a) (1) of 8.1149. Unfortunately, a minor accident prevents my getting away. 

We know you will give this matter your very serious consideration. Please 
accept this as an expression of our sincerity and very deep concern in this 
vital matter. 

Sincerely, 
(Signed) Rutu M. Grumore, 
(Typed) Miss Ruts M, Grumore, 
Codirector. 
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STATEMENT OF RutTH M. GILMORE PRESENTED TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


My name is Ruth M. Gilmore. I am codirector of the Natural Resources Work- 
shop of Rhode Island, which pioneered in presenting a comprehensive and con- 
cise course of study for civic, and educational leaders to appraise and develop 
the necessary citizen’s regard in the use and management of natural resources. 
The Natural Resources Workshop of Rhode Island is a cooperative enterprise 
sponsored by civic organizations and two State departments: the Rhode Island 
Department of Agriculture and Conservation and the Department of Education. 

Among the two most active civic groups have been the Rhode Island Wild- 
life Federation and the Rhode Island Federation of Garden Clubs. They have 
had an impelling motive to backlog their program with sufficient knowledge 
to regard the welfare of the State and its dependence on that of the Nation as 
it is determined by the use and administration of natural resources. 

When the Hoover Commission Report on Agriculture was released these two 
organizations vigorously resoluted for its adoption. Two of the major points 
singled out at the time are now contained in section 7 (a) (1) of Senate bill 
1149; namely, that forestry and agriculture are synonymous, and that trans- 
ferring the administration of the Taylor grazing lands and of the Oregon and 
California revested lands to the Department of Agriculture and coordinating 
with the functions of the Forest Service was advisable in order to eliminate 
conflicting practices and policies now being carried out in the name of natural 
resources conservation. 

Therefore we welcome this opportunity to reiterate our endorsement and to 
urge the adoption of the measures contained in section 7 (a) (1). 

Forestry in all its functions with its related aspects constitutes the basis 
on which our whole agricultural economy rests; it is directly related to and 
affects every phase of the social and economic welfare of individuals, the States, 
and the Nation. Our forests and woodlands, whether on private or public lands, 
are the catchment areas of vital water and maintain it in a usable condition not 
only for the production of food and fiber crops but for industry and domestic use 
as well. In turn, the security of the farmer, the rancher, and the logger is 
assured only as long as adequate vegetative covering remains on our watersheds 
to guarantee necessary water flow for industry to convert raw materials—our 
natural resources—into goods and man-hours of production. 

We feel it rather necessary to emphasize that forestry is a major phase of 
agriculture and is directly related to our national economy and our social 
development, for we are aware of other proposed recommendations which ig- 
nore these facts and choose to interpret agriculture as merely the growing and 
harvesting of field crops. To further discount such fallacious reasoning we 
should like to remind them that more food per acre could be stockpiled from 
trees alone—mostly from what is at present considered forest waste—than 
from any other land crop grown on an area of equal size. 

To illustrate: 1 ton of bark will yield approximately one-half ton of fat— 
table fat—comparable to our best grade of oleomargarine. One ton of wood 
will yield approximately one-half ton of sugar of equal quality to that processed 
from either sugar beets or sugarcane. Forests are food. Forestry is agricul- 
ture and all activities relating to it rightfully belong in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The critics of the executive branch of Government, as well as conservationists 
who interpret current trends and are concerned with the dynamic potential of 
natural resources, single out the Forest Service as a model for all Government 
agencies. Despite the high pressuring of short-sighted and _ selfish-interest 
minority groups who have consistently attempted to hamstring conservation 
practices and policies, the United States Forest Service has been able to accom- 
plish beneficial results. They have made progress in watershed protection, in 
timber and in range management. Their cooperation with the States and their 
affiliation with private enterprise has proven to be of inestimable value and is 
unique in its field. However, there is a long way to go before several of our 
major forestry difficulties are overcome. Strong leadership, expanded research, 
and a unification of all forestry activities within one bureau is called for. 

In that the functions of the Bureau of Land Management are similar to those 
of the Forest Service, conservationists are alarmed at the Bureau of Land 
Management's impotency as evidenced by the record written on the land under 
their jurisdiction. We are aware that their lack of good results jeopardizes 
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the conservation benefits accomplished to date by the Forest Service. Stabiliz- 
ing and coordinating all forestry functions with their related agricultural as- 
pects is essential if we are to accomplish the first major step to establish and 
maintain an aceelerated local, State, and national agricultural policy. 

We base our opinion on impartial weighing of agricultural facts and the rec- 
ord of conservation achievements of these two agencies. Consequently, we 
strongly urge that the functions of the Bureau of Land Management and the 
administration of the Taylor grazing lands and the Oregon and California 
revested lands be transferred to the Department of Agriculture and spearheaded 
under the leadership of the Forest Service. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Miss RutH M. GILMore, 
Codirector, Natural Resources Workshop of Rhode Island; Conserva- 
tion Chairman, Rhode Island Federation of Garden Clubs; Treas- 
urer and a Director, Rhode Island Wildlife Federation 


GRAND JUNCTION, CoLo., August 27, 1951. 
Hon. JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Department, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: I understand that the Senate Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Department, of which you are chairman, will hold 
hearings on Senate bill 1149 in the very near future. 

I am unable to come to Washington at this time due to harvest and other 
meetings. I have prepared a statement of my views on section 7 of this bill, 
and | would appreciate it very much if -you could have this read in the com 
mittee hearing report. 

I am sorry that I am unable to attend your hearing in person as the conser- 
vation of our natural resources, to me, is one of our most important problems. 

I would be very glad to answer any question you might wish to ask. 

Very truly yours, 
W. A. Groom. 

Enclosure. 


STATEMENT PREPARED BY WALTER A. GROOM, GRAND JUNCTION, COLO., FOR THE 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS IN K&GARD 
TO SENATE Brix 8. 1149. 


I have been active in conservation activities for a number of years and have 
taken an active part in this work. I am a member of the board of supervisors 
of my local soil conservation district. I was president of the Colorado Asso 
ciation of Soil Conservation Districts and am now area vice president of the 
National Association of Soil Conservation Districts, representing Colorads, 
Arizona, New Mexico, and Utah. I am also a member of the Grand Mesa Na- 
tional Forest Advisory Council. 

I own and operate a small irrigated farm in western Colorado. My farm, 
together with thousands of others in the Western States, is entirely dependent 
on the runoff from our watersheds for irrigation water. These watersheds 
are largely publicly owned lands, either under the Forest Service or Bureau of 
Land Management. 

The management of these lands from a watershed standpoint is of prime 
importance to the irrigated West. The management of these lands for better 
watershed protection and yield of usable water will increase the grass and 
timber production of these areas. 

All these uses of the public lands directly affect agriculture and, if properly 
managed, will tend to increase agricultural production of the West. This 
increase is of vital importance to the Nation’s food and fiber supply. 

Since the main uses of these public lands are purely agricultural uses or 
directly benefiting agriculture, I am fully convinced that the management of 
our public lands should be under the Department of Agriculture. 

The Department of Agriculture has, over a long period of years, perfected 
a program for uses of lands in the national forests that has proven to be basic 
from a long-range production standpoint. Since the uses of these lands are 
agricultural uses and the Department has a well-organized program for con- 
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serving these natural resources for a maximum sustained yield, I wish to 
recommend that section 7 of Senate bill 1149 be enacted. : 
I am very much interested in conserving all our natural resources and very | 
anxious that an economical plan can be worked out that will lead to this end. 
I am indeed extremely sorry that I am unable to appear before your com- 
mittee personally and discuss this with you. I will, however, be very glad to 
answer any questions if you would care to write. 
Very truly yours, 
W. A. Groom, 
Area Vice President, National Association Soil Conservation Districts, 
Grand Junction, Colo. 


BERKELEY 5, CALIF., September 5, 1951. 
Hon. JoHn L. McCLeEtian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: Just today, while on a tour, I learned that your 
committee is holding hearings on a bill providing for the reorganization of the 
Department of Agriculture, specifically the transfer of the Bureau of Land 
Management from Interior to Agriculture. I hope this letter, written from 
Ukiah, is not too late for consideration at the hearing. 

By way of introduction: I am professor of forestry at the University of 
California and for many vears have been interested in the unification of Federal 
forest, range and park lands. In 1946, an article I wrote for the Journal of 
Forestry on this subject was awarded a prize as the “article of the year” in that 
magazine. 

At the outset may I suggest that, before a conclusion is reached with reference 
to the transfer of a single bureau, the idea of a new department be considered. 

The Hoover Commission’s task force on natural resources recommended the 
setting up of an entirely new department of natural resources to which would 
be transferred the Forest Service of the Department of Agriculture and the 
Bureau of Land Management and National Park Service now in the Department 
of Interior. The commission itself, by a narrow margin I am told, recommended 
that the Bureau of Land Management be transferred to Agriculture while the 
National Park Service would be left in Interior. This, in my opinion, would be 
piecemeal reorganization. The national parks adjoin the national forests and, 
while the purposes of the two are properly different, the lands are pretty. much 
alike and there is need for harmony between the two in public relations matters, 
and for close cooperation in fire protection and insect and disease control. 
Battles between the two, as occurred in the Kings River Canyon Park case, are 
much less likely to occur if the two are in the same department, 

I do not believe that full economy can be achieved or that the public is best 
served as long as these bureaus, so closely related by virtue of the character 
of the lands they administer, are left separated. 

I would go further and recommend strongly the creation of an entirely new 
department of natural resources to which all natural resource management bu- 
reaus of Agriculture and Interior would be transferred. Such a new department 
would be in two parts; one for the organic, or renewable, resources, and the 
other for the inorganic, or nonrenewable, resources. After such a reorganiza- 
tion, the other bureaus of Interior could be distributed to Commerce and other 
existing departments and the Department of the Interior would be closed out. 
Thus there would be no additional department. 

The main reasons for the creation of the new department are these: 

1. All natural resources would be under one head. 

2 Actual ownership and management of lands puts the Federal Government 
actually in business on a huge scale. It grows and sells timber and grass and 
it has mineral resources that need even more careful husbanding than timber 
and grass because they are not renewable. 

8. Such management calls for business organization. The new department 
would be a land and resource business management arm of the Government 
rather than a service department. 

4. The Department of Agriculture is already of mastodonie proportions. To 
add to it would make it still more unwieldy. 
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5. Boundary lines between forests, and parks and other federally owned 
land units, when necessary, could be realined more amicably. 

6. The claim that “tree growing is agriculture” is not well founded. Forest 
trees do grow in the soil and they can be managed as crops. But the rotations 
are much longer; the investment much greater ; the techniques of forest manage- 
ment differ from those of farm management; harvesting is altogether different 
and so are the products, the markets and general economics. Forestry is not 
agriculture at all and it has never been recognized as agriculture by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture or by the Congress in the various laws providing for crop 
controls, payments, parity prices, etc., and probably should not. 

7. Since farmers own a large total of timber, they could get their forestry 
advice from the regular farm advisor agencies and thus save them contact with 
an additional bureau. 

8. Since the Forest Service is engaging in recreational activities On an in- 
creasing scale and has featured its free camp sites, in contrast with the National 
*ark Service which exacts a charge, both should be placed on a more business- 
like basis, each user paying for what he gets. 

9%. The nonrenewable resources would be given the same management as the 
renewable ones. 

Should your committee look with favor upon the new department I believe 
that Congress should set it up under legislation designed to assure all resources 
being managed uniformly and equally well and economically. The restrictions 
on expenditures now imposed on the Bureau of Land Management should pre- 
vail for all resource Management bureaus. 

I trust I may hear from you that this statement reached you before the 
hearings closed. 

Sincerely, 
EMANUEL FRI?z. 





IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., 
Chevy Chase 15, Md., August 30, 1951. 
Mr. WALTER REYNOLDS, 
Chief Clerk, Committee on Expenditures in EPrecutive Departments, 
Room 249, Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. ReyNoips: I am forwarding herewith an original and two copies 
of a statement of the Izaak Walton League of America, Inc., relative to section 
7 (a) (1) of S. 1149. 

It is understood that there have been 2 days of hearings on the bill to date 
and that hearings will be resumed on September 5, 1951. 

It is respectfully requested that this statement be entered in the record of 
the hearing on S. 1149, and it is hoped that the thoughts of the Izaak Walton 
League in this conservation matter may be of real value to the members of 
the committee. The extensive study that the committee is giving to this bill 
is fully appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wma. B. Hotton, President. 


STATEMENT OF THE IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., CONCERNING 8. 
1149, GN REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE BEFORE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


GENTLEMEN: We ask that our views be considered in connection with Sec- 
tion 7 of S. 1149, that portion of the measure relating to the consolidation of 
certain functions of the Bureau of Land Management of the Interior Depart- 
ment, with those of the Forest Service of the Agriculture Department. 

We recognize that there was difference of opinion within the Hoover Com- 
mission and its task forces as to whether the two bureaus should be combined 
in Agriculture, Interior, or an entirely new Federal Department of Natural 
Resources. We recognize that it likely will be a long time before the creation 
of a Department of Natural Resources will be formally before the Congress 
for consideration. Therefore, our views now are concerned primarily with 
the type of land management and conservation which should be sought as a 
result of consolidation of the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest 
Service in either Agriculture or Interior. 

We wish to be recorded as favoring the consolidation of the functions of the 
two agencies as regards the administration of publicly owned forests and 
ranges. 
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We favor such consolidation because we recognize the desirability of a single 
Federal policy and practice with regard to the utilization, restoration, conser- 
vation, and perpetuation of these highly important resources, and the water- 
sheds of which they are a part. 

Under existing law and separate administration we have found that private 
interests have taken advantage of differences both in law and policy, and have 
brought heavy pressures to bear upon the agencies, in efforts to exploit the 
resources in’'a manner and to an extent harmful to those resources and to the 
present and future welfare of the Nation. Existing law, particularly the Taylor 
Grazing Act, put the Bureau of Land Management at a disadvantage, as con- 
trasted with the Forest Service, with regard to the resistance it may offer to 
undesirable pressures in connection with grazing of domestic livestock. There 
exists a strong tendency on the parts of users of western range to try to play 
one bureau against the other, in an effort to gain exploitative favors. We be- 
lieve this is wrong, and laws should be changed as needed in order to prevent 
its occurrence. 

Compressing our views into capsule form the following is our earnest 
recommendation : 

That consolidation is desirable, and that the law shali provide clearly that 
the policies and administrative pattern of the Forest Service shall prevail, 
and that any laws to the contrary shall be altered, as needed, to this end. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WILLIAM. VoraT, Jr., 
Executive Director. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C. August 28, 1951. 


Senator JoHn L. McCLe Lian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: By direction of Delegate Farrington, who is in Honolulu 
at the present time, I am enclosing a letter which he has received from Dr. W. 


Harold Loper, Superintendent of the Department of Public Instruction of the 
Territory of Hawaii stating his opposition to section 7 of S. 1149. 

Dvr. Loper has had long experience in the field of education and Mr. Farrington 
believes that his point of view merits careful consideration by your committee. 
Mr. Farrington will appreciate it therefore if Dr. Loper’s protest can be made 
a part of the record of the hearings on 8S. 1149. 

Yours sincerely, 
(Mrs.) MARGARET C. TURNER, 
—— Secretary to Mr. Farrington. 


TERRITORY OF HAWAII, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 
Honolulu, August 24, 1951. 
Hon. JosePpH R. FARRINGTON, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Joe: We are vitally interested in section 7 of Senate bill 1149 which 
proposes the transfer of vocational agricultural education from the United 
States Office of Education to the Department of Agriculture. It is our under- 
standing that hearings on this bill are scheduled to begin August 28. These 
hearings will be conducted by the Senate Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments of which the Honorable John L. McClellan of Arkansas is 
chairman, 

Our cousidered opinion that should this bill be enacted into law, it would 
seriously disrupt our program of agricultural education in Hawaii. Any pos- 
sible duplication of efforts or funds, which has been advanced as the prime reason 
for such a transfer, can be eliminated in the present structure of the two agencies 
without the necessity of disrupting the entire structure of agricultural education 
in our public schools. 

The United States Office of Education is the one agency in the Federal Govern- 
ment which has been established to work in the field of public education. If 
this proposed move is successful, we see as next possible steps, and ones which 
would be just as logical, the transfer to the Department of Labor the respon- 
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sibility for administering all industrial education in our public schools; the 
transfer to the Department of Commerce all business education; the transfer 
to the Department of Agriculture all homemaking education; and transfer to 
Bureau of Social Security all health education. 

If the United States Office of Education is not now adequately serving its 
purpose, then the task is to strengthen the United States Office of Education, 
not destroy it by transferring certain of its responsibilities to other governmental 
agencies. The United States Office of Education has always been helpful and co- 
operative in meeting the education of our people. We view with serious concern 
the situation that would undoubtedly develop if it became necessary for us to 
work with many and diverse Government agencies in the conduct of our several 
vocational and special services which are integral parts of our total educational 
program in Hawaii. 

We will deeply appreciate anything you can do to prevent passage of section 
7 of S. 1149. Incidentally, we note that proponents of the bill state that it is 
“a bill to provide for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture in 
accordance with the recommendations of the Hoover Commission.” It is our 
understanding that the Hoover Commission task force, following full considera- 
tion, recommended against the transfer which is incorporated in the present bill. 

Very truly yours, 
W. Haroip Loper, 
‘Superintendent, 


TIMBER Propvucts Co., 
Medford, Oreg., August 28, 1951. 
Hon. JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Str: I would like to express my views regarding Senate bill 1149 which 
is before your committee for public hearing. 

My qualifications to comment on this bill are— 

1. Approximately 30 years of growing, protecting, converting, and mar- 
keting products of the forests of southern Oregon. 

2. Many years’ experience in harvesting Government timber under the 
administration of both the Department of Agriculture and the Department 
of the Interior. 

3. I am presently a member of the Oregon State Board of Forestry which 
administers all forest lands owned by the State of Oregon, manages many 
acres of county lands, and is responsible for carrying out all provisions of 
Oregon forest protection and conservation laws. 

4. I was a member of the original over-all advisory board appointed by 
the Secretary of the Interior to advise the Bureau of Land Management and 
actively participated in the activities of that committee for two terms. 

>. | am vice chairman of the forest conservation committee of Pacific 
Northwest Forest Industries. 

6. I am responsible for the management of approximately 70,000 acres of 
privately owned forest lands intermingled with and adjacent to Government 
lands which are administered by both the Forest Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

7. Iam and have been for many years actively engaged in the activities of 
numerous public and industry committees having to do with forest conserva- 
tion, protection, research, and management. 

8. I have not expected nor have I received any pecuniary reward for these 
activities. 

I do not feel that I am qualified to comment on the various agricultural pro- 
visions of Senate bill 1149, but I have some knowledge of those which deal with 
the transfer of the functions of the Bureau of Land Management (except as 
respects mining and mineral resources) from the Department of the Interior to 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

With regard to those particular provisions, if we brush aside departmental 
jealousies, personal animosities, desires for political and personal preference, 
strivings for bureaucratic power and hope of preferential position and look behind 
the ever-present cloud of confused mimeographic and oratorical propaganda, it 
seems impossible to justify the maintenance of two separate organizations 
charged with identical functions on lands of the same character and ownership, 
in the same areas, which are adjacent to, entangled with, and overlapping each 





REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 48] 


other. Such duplication of effort and expense can be no more justified than could 
two United States Presidents, two Congresses, or two Supreme Courts. 

A fundamental example of the inherent inefficiency of such a set-upvis the 
fact that during the thirty-odd years of dual supervision these two Departments 
have not yet been able to decide exactly which lands are to be administered by 
which agency. As a result, some 468,000 acres of “controverted lands” have been 
and remain suspended in governmental red tape like a child of divorced parents ; 
claimed and desired by both but receiving from neither the care and attention 
which is needed and deserved. 

At the time the Oregon and California and Coos Bay Wagon Road lands, which 
form a large part of Bureau of Land Management lands, reverted to the Gov- 
ernment a spirit of crusade was rampant in the Forest Service and there were 
many who thought that Service had been rather carried away by sociological 
ideas and aspirations and that bureaucratic byplay, the wearing of uniforms, 
and the imposition of rules and regulations having little to do with practical 
and desirable administration of public lands had, either temporarily or perma- 
nently, shunted that Service rather far from the main administrative track. It 
is certain that the Forest Service at that time did not command the respect o1 
confidence of many citizens who were located on and near and had knowledge of 
the public lands which were then under that Service’s control. 

As a result of this prevailing absence of confidence in the Forest Service and 
the suspicion that the requirements of competition and the virtues of example 
might be a good thing within the Government as well as without, there was a 
considerable feeling that it would be in the interest of good government to assign 
these lands to the Department of the Interior and see what they could do in the 
way of good, practical forest and land management. 

For many years after these lands were assigned to the Interior Department it 
looked like the suspicions of these citizens had been confirmed, for a well- 
organized, capable, alert, and efficient organization was set up within that Depart- 
ment which proceeded to demonstrate that public lands could be protected, 
improved, and administered in an enlightened, practical, and popular manne1 
to the benetit of all citizens whether they were directly or indirectly affected. 

Since 1942, in my opinion, there has been an abrupt and radical change in the 
policies and administration of the Bureau of Land Management and political 
considerations have quite effectively replaced the better-manugement policies 
whose virtues had been well demonstrated before that time. 

In the meantime, whether the result of example or otherwise, there has been 
considerable improvement in the quality and effectiveness of Forest Service 
management of public lands and I can come to no other honest conclusion but 
that the transfer of the functions and responsibilities of the Bureau of Land 
Management to the Department of Agriculture at this time would be in the 
interest of good government. 

The general economics, efficiencies and advantages that might reasonably ensue 
from such a transfer are so evident, so well set forth in the majority report of 
the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government 
and so thoroughly understood by the members of your committee that I am sure 
any comments by me on those subjects would be repetitious and superfluous. 

Iam sure the passage of Senate bill 1149 is seriously desired by a large majority 
of the informed and unprejudiced citizenship who zealously support the authority 
and interests of our Government. 

Sincerely, 
FLoyp Hart, President. 


THE UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA, 
COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE, 
Lincoln, Nebr., Ne pte mher 10, 1951. 
Senator Jonn L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C 

DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN : I want to urge favorable action by your committee 
of S. 1149, which provides for reorganization of the Department of Agriculture 
in accordance with recommendations of the Hoover Commission. If sneh reor 
ganization were effected it would, in my judgment, bring about great economies 
in operation of the Department of Agriculture and would go far toward solving 
organizational problems which result in duplication, overlapping of functions, 
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and in many cases lack of clear-cut responsibility for the administration of specific 
programs by the various agencies of the Department. The many and important 
programs administered by this great Department are too vital to the welfare of 
the Nation’s farmers and to the conservation of the Nation’s resources to permit 
the present organization to continue. 

Section 7a (1) of this bill provides for the transfer from the Department of 
the Interior to the Secretary of Agriculture of the functions of the Bureau of 
Land Management excepting as respects mining and mineral resources. This 
transfer would bring about, I believe, the most effective use of all federally 
owned lands which are used for agricultural purposes. These lands, as you 
know, involve principally the production of forests and the grazing of livestock. 
Practically all of the services involving the best management and use of these 
lands involve supporting services that are now in the Department of Agriculture. 
I refer to research activities relating to such problems as the control of diseases 
and insects, management of the lands to get greatest sustained production while 
maintaining soil resources, developing new uses for forest products, soil-survey 
activities, etc. Similarly, the great action programs relating to use of agricul- 
tural and forest lands, the educational services for farm families living on these 
lands, agricultural credit services, and soil-conservation activities including 
watershed development, are administered by the Department of Agriculture. 
It would be unfortunate indeed if the activities relating to the forests and range 
lands.were to be separated from Agriculture. On the other hand, it is imperative 
that there be consolidation of management of the areas now administered sepa- 
rately by the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management. 

Approximately 30 percent of the total commercial forest area is in farm 
forests and another 20 percent of the commercial timber is in small forest 
holdings, intermingled in large part with farm lands in private ownership. 
Farm owners of these lands should be ina position to get factual information 
and service on all of their operations from one agency of the Federal Govern- 
ment. The Department of Agriculture is the logical agency for handling such 
activities. It has developed extensive and effective cooperative relations which 
the land-grant colleges and State forest services which work closely with the 
Department in promoting the interests of farm woodland owners. If forest 
activities were transferred to another department it obviously would result in 
the building of overlapping services for farm woodland owners. This would 
largely defeat the major purposes of any reorganization as they relate to forest 
activities. 

In regard to the recommendation in section 7a (2), I question the wisdom 
of transferring the educational functions mentioned to the Department of 
Agriculture. This Department has not been concerned directly with the ad- 
ministration of programs involving secondary education. It is my judgment 
that these programs should be left in the Federal Security Agency. If changes 
are needed they should be made in the organization now handling these activi 
ties rather than transferring them to Agriculture. If the transfer were made, 
I believe, it would eventually result in overlapping of functions in the different 
agencies, a step which would be contrary to the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission. 

Again may I urge favorable consideration of this bill. My experience in 
top administrative positions in the Department of Agriculture and in the ad- 
ministration of agricultural programs in two of the large land-grant colleges 
lead me to believe that the passage of such legislation would bring substantial 
savings in cost of operation of these programs. And it would certainly make 
them more effective in the service of agriculture. 

Sincerely, 
W. V. Lampert, Dean and Director. 


Los ANGELES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
August 24, 1951. 
Tion. Joun L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR McCLeLtLAN: With hearings on S. 1149 scheduled before your 
Senate Expenditures Committee next week, we wish to indicate the strong 
support of our organization for the principles incorporated in this bill. Having 
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considered and supported the Hoover Commission recommendations regarding 
agriculture, we are pleased to see consideration given to a bill so closely fol- 
lowing these recommendations. 

Our support of the Commission proposals for USDA reorganization has been 
extended only after some rather careful study. Early last year our agricul- 
tural committee set up a special subcommittee of leading members to consider 
Commission recommendations and propose appropriate chamber policy. Mr. 
F. R. Wilcox, assistant general manager of the California Fruit Growers Ex- 
change and a former USDA official, was chairman of this group. The 
committee, after meeting with local government experts and well-informed 
agriculturists, reported that although certain minor points were not in line 
with the best thinking locally, implementation of the Commission’s recommen- 
dations as a whole would effect marked improvement in USDA operations and 
effectiveness. 

After further discussion in the main agricultural committee which includes 
130 of the leading agriculturists in southern California, our board of directors 
on April 19, 1950, recommended chamber support of the 16 recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission relating to reorganization of the Department of Agri- 
culture. With the introduction of S. 1149 early this year, our committees have 
compared the bill with the Hoover recommendations and with Board approval in 
April 1951 endorsed in principle this proposed legislation. 

Although our official stand does not encompass details of S. 1149, many local 
agriculturists feel strongly that members of the proposed county agricultural 
council should be reimbursed only for out-of-pocket expenses with no other 
compensation, and that the county and State councils should not have adminis- 
trative powers in addition to their advisory functions. Making these men quasi- 
governmental employees with administrative duties obviously destroys any value 
they may have as independent farmers impartially advising a governmental 
agency. 

The Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce believes economy and efficiency in 
the civil functions of our Federal Government are now, more than ever, of 
utmost importance. By favorable consideration of S. 1149, we believe the Eighty- 
second Congress can contribute to real progress along these lines. Your per- 
sonal support and that of your committee will be appreciated by our members. 

Sincerely yours, 


sub- 


Harotp W. WricHt, General Manager. 


Los ANGELES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
COMMITTEE Report To BoArp or DIrREcToRS, 
ipril 13, 1951. 
Committee: Agricultural committee, Roy M. Hagen, Chairman 
(Approved by Board of Directors April 19, 1951.) 
Subject: S. 1149 and H. R. 3308 re reorganization of United States Department of 
Agriculture. 
Status: For action. 
RECOM MENDATION 


That the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce vigorously reaffirm its stand in 
support of the Hoover Commission proposals for reorganization of USDA, and 
that S. 1149 and H. R. 3308 be supported to the extent that they implement the 
Commission recommendations. 


STATEMENT 


Included with the bills presently before Congress to implement remaining 
features of the so-called Hoover Commission recommendations for Federal 
Government reorganization are S. 1149 and H. R. 3308. These nearly identical 
bills propose an act to be known as the Department of Agriculture Reorganiza- 
tion Act of 1951. The bills represent for the first time since completion of the 
Hoover Commission argicultural studies a comprehensive legislative proposal 
embodying Commission recommendations. 

A detailed account of the reorganization proposals need not be included here, 
but one of the basic features is the reorganization of the Department into eight 
major functional groupings. These will include Staff Services, Research Ser- 
vice, Extension Service, Agricultural Resources Conservation Service, Com- 
modity Adjustment Service, Regulatory Service, Agricultural Service, and Rural 


Electrification Service. This and all but two of the other Hoover Commission 





484 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


recommendations are covered by the bills in question. Commission Recommenda- 
tion No. 10 that the Federal Government pay for inspection costs when such 
are for the benefit of the general public has not been found in these or other 
bills probably because it is a general principle which would not appear in a 
specific reorganization plan. Recommendation No. 12 that the Department of 
Agriculture be required to report to the President and the Congress on the use 
and timeliness of all irrigation or reclamation projects is not included in these 
bills, but is covered in another. 

Variations between Commission recommendations and these bills include the 
proposed addition of two assistant secretaries instead of one. Although the 
amount is not specified, provision is also made in both bills for compensation of 
members of the county agricultural council, whereas the Commission proposed 
that only out-of-pocket expenses be paid. 3S. 1149, unlike H. R. 3308 and the 
Commission recommendation, provides that State and county councils shall 
administer as well as advise on programs of the Agricultural Resources Con- 
servation Service and the Commodity Marketing and Adjustment Service, H. R. 
3308 also carries a provision that the Secretary having completed the proposed 
reorganization may, after a period of 2 years, revise Department organization 
as he deems necessary. 


ARGUMENTS SUPPORTING RECOMMENDATION 


The board of directors of the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce has ap- 
proved in principle the recommendations of the Hoover Commission with respect 
to agriculture. The chamber had no alternative in the Eighty-first Congress, 
however, but to oppose the President’s Reorganization Plan No. 4, which would 
have given the Secretary of Agriculture very broad and general powers. The 
present bills, while they vary in certain details from the Commission recom- 
mendations, embody so nearly the intent and the specific recommendations of 
the Commission that your committee feels they should be strongly supported in 
principle. 

Your committee feels, however, that the bills should be amended to eliminate 
compensation of the county agricultural council members and also the adminis- 
trative responsibilities of both the county and State councils. At both levels, 
members are farmers and are to represent farmer viewpoint. They should not, 
if they are to perform a satisfactory advisory function, become Government 
employees. If they do so they will be expected to take orders from the Secre 
tary of Agriculture, and their value as an advisory agency will be completely 
nullified. 


Your committee is also opposed to the inclusion in H. R. 3308 of authority for 
the Secretary of Agriculture to reorganize the Department after a 2-year 
period. Regardless of the desirability of the present reorganization plan, this 
provision would make it possible for the Secretary of Agriculture to again 
reorganize the Department in any way he pleased, disregarding entirely the 
Commission recommendations. 

The citizens’ committee supporting Hoover Commission recommendations 
estimates that several billion dollars might be saved by completing reorganiza- 
tion of the Federal Government along the lines of the original recommendations. 
Whether or not this or any other amount can be saved, your committee is con- 
vineed that much greater service could be rendered by the Department of 
Agriculture were it organized on a sounder basis. Agriculture is also interested 
in supporting its portion of a broad proposal to economize in and improve the 
functioning of our Federal Government. 


ARGUMENTS OPPOSING RECOMMENDATION 


Some have suggested that the chamber might be more effective in merely 
reaffirming its support of the Hoover Commission recommendations rather than 
supporting specific bills, especially since the bills vary in several important 
points from Commission recommendations which we have endorsed. The bills 
may also be opposed from the rather cynical point of view that any reorganiza- 
tion attempt will only result in another administrative layer and more personnel 
than we already have in the Federal Government. 
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THE BEND BULLETIN, 
Bend, Oreg., September 6, 1951 
Hon. Jonn L. McCLeiian, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on ERarpenditures 


in the Executive Depart 
ments, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: IT address you and the committee of which you 
are chairman in support of S. 1149. 

I offer the following to qualify myself. 

Since 1912 IT have been a resident of Bend, Oreg., headquarters of the Deschutes 
National Forest. East and south of Bend are extensive areas of the or 
reserved public domain. I have been, since December 1916, edit 
Bulletin, a daily newspaper, and since 1919, the publisher The proxi! 
these two federally owned and managed areas has brought me, as a new 
man and editorial writer, the need as well as the opportunity of be 
acquainted with the problems associated with them 

I served as county judge for nearly S years. I have been president 
Bend Chamber of Commerce and at various times a member and chain 
its forestry committee. In 1940 T was appointed by Gov. Charles A 
a member of the Oregon Economic Council and chairman of the coune 
estry committee. In that capacity I took the lead in developing the | 
forest program and the implementing legislation adopted with but in 
amendments by the State legislature in 1941. I served as the Oregon director 
of the National Reclamation Association for 14 years in t : 

I was its president. 

I urge committee approval of S. 1149. IT support, in particular, the nro 
visions of the bill under which certain functions of the Bureau of Land Man 
agement will be transferred to the Department of Agriculture. 
of this particular feature of the Hoover Commission proposals has been too 
long delayed. 


or ol 


e last two of which 


The adoption 


In Agriculture the performance of the transferred Bureau of Land Management 
functions would become the duty of the Forest Service. As these are identica 
with some of the present activities of the Forest Service (i. e.. grazing and 
timber sales) there would be a simple merger. The Forest Service would be 
undertaking nothing new. It would simply have more to do of the very things 
it is now doing and the present costly duplication of work by two Government 
ugencies would be ended. What has been done by two will be 
and thereby management overhead and office expense wiil be 
tainly, in these days there should be no hesitation over taki! 
will help cut Government cost. 

The Forest Service in the Department of Agriculture has a record of nearly 
5O years of progressive management of the forests and grazing lands entrusted 
to its eare. The General Land Office, predecessor of the Bureau of Land Man 
agement in the Department of the Interior, took little interest in either the 
timber or the grazing on its lands until its attention was forced first by the 
Taylor Grazing Act and next by the problems caused by the revestment of the 
Oregon and California railroad grand lands. So far as it has gone that interest 
has covered only a minor portion of the management function performed by 
the Forest Service on its lands. And it is a duplicate performance, 

Those Oregon and California revested lands offer the most glaring example 
of duplicated forest management. They comprise 2,000,000 acres in 18 western 
Oregon counties and the sections are held checkerboardwise by the Forest Service 
and the Bureau of Land Management. The Forest Service 
numbered sections—the white squares—and Bureau of 
odd—the black. 

Simply to describe this set-up is to emphasize the utterly ridiculous nature 
of the management undertaking and to point to the obviously wasteful expense 
involved. Congress should hasten to correct this situation. Instead of being 
separately managed these lands should all be handled by the Forest Service 

Here in Bend, the Bureau has an office from which timber sales are made 
from public land tracts in both Oregon and Idaho. Virtually every tract is 
nearer the office of some national forest than it is to the Bureau of Land Man- 
ugement office here. 
tracts, 

South of Bend in the vicinity of LaPine there are approximately 47,600 
acres of BLM land entirely surrounded by lands of the Deschutes National 


done by one 
reduced (‘e) 


ig this step that 


has the even 
Land Management the 


These forest offices should have the management of these 


S8670—D1 
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Forest. This acreage carries chiefly lodge-pole pine (pinus contorta) and 
affords some grazing. It had no on-the-ground supervision and management 
prior to the opening of the Bend BLM office. Today its management problems 
and activities are identical with those of the adjoining national forest. With 
the enactment of S. 1149 it would be merged with the forest. A private enter- 
prise with similar properties would carry them under one management. 

In its years of development the Forest Service has learned management 
techniques that should be applied to the BLM lands. The most the Bureau 
can do is to copy these but in so doing it simply doubles the evidence of dupli- 
cation. 

In the matter of fire protection and control there is found one of the great 
needs for merger of the two areas. The Forest Service has developed a fine 
fire-control organization and in the Clark-McNary Act it has the means of the 
needful cooperation with the States. BLM has, at best, only makeshift fire 
protection and, indeed, in some areas looks to the Forest Service for the necessary 
work. So far as it relies on its own organization, it is as though a city had 
two separately created and managed fire departments. Obviously, there should 
be only one, 

An office may well be retained by Interior wherein shall be maintained its 
present functions as respects mining and mineral resources, land-disposal func- 
tions, and the custody of public-land records. There is no feature of land 
management on the part of BLM, however, that is not a feature of the manage- 
ment of the national-forest lands. It is sheer waste to have these agencies du- 
plicate each other’s work. 

In every field of management and use the Forest Service has background 
and training. It has an association with State and private forestry and with 
the farmers of the Nation that is unduplicated. It has research and labora- 
tory facilities in the field and at Madison, Wis., that BLM does not have. The 
management of its upstream lands is associated with the work of other agencies 
of the Department of Agriculture. All the benefits of the Service should be 
extended to all the nationally owned forest and grazing lands. This can be 
made possible only turning to it, as proposed in S. 1149, the management func- 
tions of the Bureau of Land Management. 

Sincerely, 
Rosert W. SAWYER. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS. 
September 10, 1951. 
Senator JoHn L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in Erecutive Departments, 
Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR: I am enclosing herewith a copy of a letter received from 
a Utah constituent. In conformance with the request contained in the letter, 
I am forwarding it to your committee for consideration, 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR V. WATKINS. 


OapEN, UTaH, August 27, 1951. 
Senator ArTHUR V. WATKINS, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeaR SENATOR Watkins: The Weber County (Utah) Wildlife Federation 
having so much at stake (as do Utah and the West generally), is greatly inter- 
ested in the national economy, in fish and game, in forage and soils and in the 
great mountain watersheds, on which there must be so large dependence for 
water for irrivation and domestic use. Therefore, we write you to recom- 
mend that S. 1149, a bill to reorganize the Department of Agriculture, be enacted 
into law. We are specially interested in section 7 (a) (1), which provides that 
the Bureau of Land Management be transferred from Interior to Agriculture. 
We request specifically that you promptly convey our wishes to the chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, to 
whom the bill has been referred. 

In answering stockmen’s “Suggestions for an Act as Revised January 9, 
1951,” the Weber County Wildlife Federation sent out a circular in February. 
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This circular was generally approved by fish-and-game officials and the sportsmen 
of the West. I quote from that circular: 

“Mr. Ferry Carpenter, of Colorado, who had much to do with writing the 
Taylor Grazing Act (to administer lands outside national forests) and who was 
the first director of the Taylor Grazing Service, addressed the Utah Woolgrowers’ 
Association in Salt Lake City in January. The press reported him as saying: 
(1) That the Forest Service should lay its cards face up on the table: (2) 
that many doubt the advisability of allowing stockmen any voice in managing 
their stock grazed on the national-forest lands; (3) that the Taylor Grazing 
Service and the Forest Service handle grazing under markedly different prin- 
ciples and theories. 

“Our comments on Mr. Carpenter's remarks follow: 

“1. Watershed protection on national-forest lands is of first importance; 
the prevention of that part of erosion and flood damage caused by insects, 
rodents and fires, and by watershed overuse. In Utah the damage has been 
done largely by overgrazing of livestock, and it is not believed the Forest Service 
nor anyone can predict far in advance, with any assurance, what will be the 
relative importance of various uses of national forest resources. As a use be- 
comes relatively more or less important, plans should be reconsidered. A wise 
publie policy will avoid tying up a use so hard and fast that it would be difficult 
to modify it, if not entirely impracticable, in later years. Who can say it is 
practicable to graze livestock on some steep mountain slopes indefinitely, without 
stark rnin eventually? 

“Watersheds must not be absolutely ruined by rash promises of any Federal 
officials ; nor the United States compelled to pay big sums to reduce stockmen to 
stop damaging Federal lands, by reducing the amount of grazing use. Federal 
lands have been greatly damaged by livestock. And in Utah, particularly, the 
Forest Service has spent much money to purchase private lands in the mountains, 
in order to reduce grazing. It has rehabilitated these lands at much expense, to 
minimize erosion and flood damage to settlers in the valleys, who had suffered 
much property damage and some loss of life from floods. 

“2. The Forest Service, 39 years ago, provided in its manual for stockmen’s 
advisory boards, to be chosen from their own numbers by stockmen. The Forest 
Service approves the recommendations of these boards, unless it can give good 
reason for disapproval. It was in April 1950, Congress enacted a law authorizing 
local advisory boards of stockmen using national-forest lands. They have the 
same authority they have had since 1912, when the Forest Service provided by 
regulation for their election. They have always met at will with the Forest 
Service. 

“No other advisory boards of stockmen are needed in national forest adminis- 
tration (stockmen asked for advisory boards at State and national levels). We 
suggest it might be well to appoint an advisory board on multiple use of national- 
forest lands. One member might be a water user, one a fish and game enthusiast, 
one a recreationist, one a stockman, and the fifth an operator in national-forest 
timber. They should be chosen from those who have no permits to graze stock 
on Federal lands. 

“3. Bureau of Land Management administers the comparatively level, low, 
desert land ; the Forest Service, the high, steep, mountain watersheds, where most 
of the precipitation falls and on which the West largely depends for its water. 

“The Bureau of Land Management concentrates on the needs of stockmen using 
its lands. It gives minimum attention to the needs of anyone else (and the 
Taylor Grazing Act was written and put through Congress by those who were 
considering little except the desires of stockmen who were using those lands). 

“But on the national-forest lands grazing livestock is not the most important 
consideration. Those with legitimate interests in other uses far outnumber, 
hundreds to one, the stockmen who graze stock on the national-forest ranges. 
This great majority must be provided for. Legislation to protect this majority is 
far more important than any legislation by which stockmen hope to profit at the 
expense of others. 

“Fundamental acts of Congress to establish and administer national-forest 
lands and to protect their resources were written by far-sighted conservationists 
and statesmen, who had no selfish interests in the use of the resources of these 
watersheds. Their only concern was the greatest permanent welfare of the most 
people. 

“Tt is true, as Mr. Carpenter says, that the Bureau of Land Management and 
the Forest Service do manage the respective lands they supervise “under markedly 
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different principles and theories.’ The Bureau of Land Management manages 
its lands for a class; the Forest Service, for all the people. It is, therefore, not 
surprising, if many national-forest range users prefer to have the Forest Service 
replaced by the Bureau of Land Management. But this would be a great set-back 
to conservation w'th use of the national-forest lands.” 

The Weber Co nty Wildlife Federation is well informed on the condition of 
ranges and watersheds of the West; on the policies and practices of the Bureau 
of Land Management and of the Forest Service. Stockmen have largely dictated 
the policies of the Bureau of Land Management. The Forest Service can be 
expected to do its duty to protect the Federal lands under its jurisdiction. It has 
done a big amount of range and watershed research work. 

Our federation and all game enthusiasists are dissatisfied with the failure of the 
Bureau of Land Management reasonably to provide winter range for deer on 
lands it administers. Deer in different places in Utah have inadequate winter 
range. Livestock use too much of the browse that deer need badly. 

There is no good reason for both the Bureau of Land Management and the 
Forest Service. They should be consolidated. And the Forest Service has dem- 
onstrated conclusively it will do a better job than will the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment administering the Federal lands. Eliminating the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment will be both an economy and a conservation measure. 

The Agricultural Department is better equipped and better informed to handle 
all matters relating to the growth of vegetation, to soils, to the use of water, and 
to the protection of watersheds than is any other department of the Federal Gov 
ernment. There is neither justification nor logic in separating farm lands from 
wild lands, privately owned from federally owned lands, and putting them in two 
departments, and dividing supervision between Agriculture and Interior. The 
work should all go to Agriculture, as recommended by the Hoover Commission 

We urge the passage of S. 1149, but if a substitute bill is submitted we urge 
that section 7 (1) (a), or its counterpart, be retained. 

Very truly yours, 
Weser County WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
By ORMOND KoNnkKLE, 
1005 Tiwenty-seventh Street. 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 15, 19517. 
Hon. JoHN McCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Commitee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: I have received the following partially quoted 
letter from Mr. L. E. Dohner, vocational agriculture teacher in the Albuquerque 
High School: 

—_— I have studied S. 1149, which proposes the transfer of vocational 
agricultural education from the Office of Education in the Federal Security 
Agency to the United States Department of Agriculture, and I do not see where 
there would be any economy of expenditures if the personnel of the agricul 
tural service in the FSA are transferred to the USDA. Such a move might lead 
to confusion and the loss of effective programs if the boards of education in 
the various States have to deal with the Secretary of Agriculture in one phase 
of education and with the FSA in other phases of education. 

“There is no doubt about the duplication of services of the Extension Service 
and the public-school program of vocational education in agriculture and home 
economics, both in youth activities and adult education. I would like to suggest 
for your consideration that the duplication be avoided by legislation which would 
outline the areas of work in each group and would prevent their encroaching 
upon the work of the other agency. Since schools are supported primarily fo 
the education of children, I helieve they should be delegated the responsibility 
of supplying instruction in agriculture and home economics to youth. The Ex- 
tension Service was originally established to aid farmers and housewives; there 
fore, I would suggest that it be assigned full responsibility for adult education 
in agriculture and home economics. Such a division of responsibilities would 
not prevent personnel of either group from assisting those of the other, but it 
would limit the possibilities of duplication in work. Such a plan would necessi 
tate a revision of section II of the Smith-Hughes law which specifies that a part 
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of the money used for home economics, trades, and industries education must 
ibe used for adult education. * * *” 
Since hearings are scheduled for August 28, I am submitting this information 
for the use of your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOHN J. DEMPSEY, 
Member of Congress. 


NORTHWESTERN COUNCIL, 
LUMBER AND SAWMILL WORKERS UNION, 
Portland, Oreg., September 7, 1951. 
Senator Joun L. McCLe.ian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Erecutive Departments, 
United States Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: We are advised that your Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments is now holding hearings in Washington, D. C., on 
Senate bill 1149 which bill is to provide for the reorganization of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. Section 7 (a) of that bill directs the transfer of the func- 
tions of the Bureau of Land Management, with certain minor exceptions, to 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Some time ago, in fact better than a year ago, our organization appeared before 
a so-called task force sent out here to the Northwest to investigate the transfer 
of governmental functions from one department to another in connection with 
the Hoover Commission report. We are enclosing a copy of our position made 
known at that time. 

Our position has not changed relative to the important factor of transferring 
functions, and we are still of the opinion that a Department of Natural Resources 
should be established to take over the functions of the Department of the In- 
terior and that the United States Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement should be combined under this newly established Department How- 
ever, as we understand, Senate bill 1149 does not contemplate this change in 
governmental functions but is for the purpose of transferring the Bureau of 
Land Management functions to the Department of Agriculture. 

We, here in the lumber industry, are vitally interested in the policies and 
administration of both the Bureau of Land Management and the United States 
Forest Service. We have noted, as explained in our statement to the task 
force referred to above, that the Bureau of Land Managament under the De- 
partment of Interior has put into effect a more progressive policy relative to 


the administration of federally owned timber, and under any circumstances 
we earnestly urge that such policies be maintained. 
We fully realize that the establishment of policy is not th: hole answer to 


administration of federally owned timber but also requires a vigorous admin- 
istration to carry out such policies. 

We therefore urge thut there be no transfer of Bureau of Land Management 
te the Department of Agriculture unless the Department of Agriculture's poli- 
cies are changed relative to such progressive measures as have been promulgated 
in the Bureau of Land Management such as the road regulations and right- 
of-way program, establishment of advisory committees composed of all interested 
parties in the area, and advance notice of timber sales. 

We request that this communication to you be made a part of the record 
of the hearing presently being conducted inasmuch as it is impossible at this 
time for a representative of our council to appear personally before your 
committee. 

Very truly yours, 
PAUL BaILey, 
Assistant to Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF THE NORTHWESTERN Cotuncit, LSW on REORGANIZATION OF 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT RELATIVE TO RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION 


We have made a study of the recommendations of the Commission on Re- 
organization of the Executive Branch of the Government based on the Hoover 
Commission Report and desire to make our opinion known relative to the 
proposed reorganization. 
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1. Resource development.—We believe that the only logical manner in which 
developing and caring for the resources in this Pacific Northwest area of the 
United States can be done is by putting the authority into one department of 
Government to develop the various intrarelated matters such as water, timber, 
wildlife and recreation. Our organization has seen attempts in the immediate 
past to get permission to put in dams in our streams without the proper con- 
sideration of other matters such as fish, wildlife, recreation, and timber. These 
attempts were made specifically on the Rogue and Deschutes Rivers in Oregon 
and the Cowlitz River in Washington. We have also seen departments of 
Government such as the Bureau of Reclamation, and Corps of Army Engineers 
making duplicate surveys for proposed dams which have been a waste of 
public money as to the duplication. This was specifically done for the Hell's 
Canyon project on the Snake River. 

Thus we have come to the conclusion that the best balanced development of 
the Pacific Northwest, and we assume with the entire Nation, can be done 
by putting these various departments of the executive branch of the Govern 
ment into one department. We consequently agree that a Department of 
Natural Resources should be set up for the purpose of developing and caring 
for the natural resources of our area. 

2. Timber management and development.—The Northwestern Council of 
Lumber and Sawmill Workers believes that the development and management 
of all Government-owned timber can best be had by amalgamation or merger 
of United States Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management. We 
further believe that any such merged Bureau should be under the proposed 
Department of Natural Resources, primarily because the development of timber 
naturally falls in the category of natural resources of the Pacific Northwest, 
and that any program for the development and sale of Government-owned tim 
ber will necessarily involve considerations for wildlife protection, recreationa! 
facilities, and specifically for the development of water power, because the 
timber is the natural watersheds for our water and natural element for wildlife 
protection and recreational facilities. 

Under any merger or proposal, we earnestly urge that the progressive policies 
of the Bureau of Land Management be retained. In the past few years we 
have watched the development of a policy in the Bureau of Land Management 
which closely fo''ows the growth and needs of this area. We specifically refer 
to the policies of the Bureau of Land Management such as: 

(a) Present right-of-way program which we believe has been a need in the 
Pacific Northwest for many years. The tendency of this right-of-way program 
is to open up Government timber to bidders regardless of whether such bidder 
owns or has a right-of-way or major inlet to such Government timber. This 
has not only freed Government timber from monopolistic tendencies of particu- 
lar operators, but has also brought marked increase to the Government in the 
amounts paid for such Government timber. 

(b) The Bureau of Land Management has also established advisory commit- 
tees for the region and in local areas. This has given the citizens with varying 
interests in the Pacific Northwest an opportunity to be advised by the Bureau 
as to the Bureau’s contemplated program on the development, protection, and 
sale of Government timber within the Bureau’s jurisdiction. It has also given 
the various interested groups in the Pacific Northwest an opportunity to agree 
with such proposed policies or to constructively criticize such policies and recom 
mend others. We have found that the Bureau has been very cooperative in 
attempting to meet any objections proposed by any group or groups and to 
round out their policies in a manner which would be to the best interests of all 
concerned. 

(c) Another policy or program of the Bureau of Land Management which has 
been a great benefit to this area is that of advance notice of timber sales. These 
have given the operators in this area the opportunity to program their cutting 
and management of their private operations for a period of up to 1 year in 
advance, which in turn has been of benefit to organized labor because of the 
opportunity for continuity of operation within those companies who must depend 
upon Government timber for their existence. This program has also brought in 
additional competition for Government timber, which is a healthy situation, by 
ruling out to a greater extent the opportunity for monopoly of Government timber 
by particular operators. Also the added competition has brought in increased 
revenue into the Treasury of the United States and to the so-called Oregon and 
California counties. 

Summary: To briefly summarize the position of the Northwestern Council of 
Lumber and Sawmill Workers who represent approximately 60,000 organized 
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workers in the States of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana, we state the 
following: 

We urge the establishment of a Department of Natural Resources to supplant 
the present Department of Interior. We urge the merger of United States Forest 
Service and the Bureau of Land Management without loss of any of the progres- 
sive policies now being practiced by the Bureau of Land Management, and we 
urge that such matter as water development and management, timber develop- 
ment and management, wildlife service and recreational service, as well as 
other related matter of natural resource development such as minerals and 
range lands, and national park services, all be placed within the newly proposed 
Department of Natural Resources. 

NORTHWESTERN COUNCIL, 
LUMBER AND SAW MILL WORKERS, 
A. F. or L. 
PAUL BAILEY, 
Assistant to Secretary. 


WESTERN ForEsST INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION, 
PORTLAND, OrEG., September 7, 1951. 
Hon. Joun L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. MCCLELLAN : Enclosed is a copy of a resolution adopted by the board of 
directors of this association, objecting to the proposed transfer to the Secretary 
of Agriculture of the functions of the Bureau of Land Management, Department 
of the Interior, as proposed in Senate bill 1149. We are amplifying below some 
of the reasons for opposition on the part of independent loggers and lumbermen 
in the Western States to the proposal now under consideration by your com- 
mittee: 

(1) The Bureau of Land Management offers timber for sale in relatively small 
units and announces proposed sales programs a year in advance, thus encourag 
ing competition on the part of all interested prospective purchasers. On the other 
hand, the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, normally advertises timber 
only 2 to 4 weeks in advance, which makes it difficult for many operators to 
check the area and determine how much they can bid. A large percentage of 
Forest Service sales are of such size that only a few operators can bid. 

(2) Under right-of-way agreements promulgated by the Secretary of the 
Interior, the Bureau of Land Management makes certain that all prospective 
purchasers in the area have equal access to timber offered for sale. Frequently 
the Forest Service sells timber where access by truck road or railroad is con 
trolled by a private owner who is in a position to determine whether or not the 
Federal timber may be sold and who may bid on it. 

(3) In the case of the 24% million acres of Oregon and California lands admin- 
istered by the Bureau of Land Management, citizens in the area who have a 
vital interest are invited to participate in determining management policies 
through membership on advisory boards to the regional office. There is no 
over-all plan for similar close contact between the public and the Department of 
Agriculture agencies managing the public forests. 

(4) Cost per unit of managing forest lands is less under the Bureau of Land 
Management than under the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture. 

This association recognizes the desirability of consolidating certain Federal 
agencies. We believe that present duplication could be eliminated and a better 
job done if all agencies concerned with timber and other natural resources were 
to be combined in a new Department as proposed in the report of the task force 
on natural resources of the Hoover Commission. 

Very truly yours, 
R. T. TitTvs, 
Heecutive Vice President 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED AT PORTLAND, OrgG., AUGUST 31, 1951 


Whereas there is presently under consideration in the Senate of the United 
States a bill (S. 1149) which would transfer from the Department of the In- 
terior to the Secretary of Agriculture all functions of the Bureau of Land Man 
agement (except as respects mineral resources) ; and 
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Whereas present policies of the Secretary of the Interior pertaining to rights- 
of-way and management of Oregon and California revested lands and the public 
domain encourage maximum competition, with equality of opportunity assured 
all potential purchasers of timber from these lands; and 

Whereas the Bureau of Land Management offers timber for sale in smaller 
anits than does the Forest Service of the Department of Agriculture and other- 
wise manages public timber lands in such a manner as to give a better oppor- 
tunity to small- and medium-size operators; and 

Whereas these favorable policies, being discretionary with the Secretary, are 
liable to be altered in case the proposed transfer is effected: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of Western Forest Industries Associa- 
tion, on behalf of its members, hereby records its opposition to the proposed 
transfer of the functions of the Bureau of Land Management to‘the Secretary 
of Agriculture ; and be it further 

Resolved, That the executive vice president be instructed to inform the chair- 
man and members of the Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments of our opposition to S. 1149 and our reasons therefor. 


PORTLAND 4, OreG., September 4, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN L. McCLeELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Executive Expenditures, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR: Enclosed herewith please find statement of the Associa- 
tion of Oregon and California Land Grant Counties in opposition to S. 1149 
which is now under hearings before your committee. 

It is pointed out in the enclosed statement that the association is composed 
of the county courts of the 18 Oregon counties in which the revested 0. and ©. 
land-grant lands lie, which lands may be transferred to the administration of 
the Department of Agriculture under the provisions of 8S. 1149. 

I would appreciate this statement being filed with the committee, and its 
consideration in the bill. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK S. SEVER, 
Secretary, Association of Oregon and California Counties. 


STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF OREGON AND CALIFORNIA LAND GRANT COUNTIES 
IN OPPOSITION TO S. 1149 To THE COMMITTEE ON EXECUTIVE EXPENDITURES OF 
THE UNITED STATES SENATE 


The Association of Oregon and California Land Grant Counties is composed 
of the county courts of the 18 Oregon counties in which are situated the revested 
O. & C. railroad grant lands, and which share in the proceeds from the sale of 
timber from said lands under the provisions of the act of August 28, 1987 (50 
Stat. S74). 

In Oregon, the county court is the business agent of the county and the work 
of the Association of Oregon and California Land Grant Counties is entirely 
supported from public funds budgeted by these 18 counties. The counties have a 
dual interest in the administration of these revested lands, both because the 
counties share in receipts from the lands in lieu of taxes, and in a larger sense, 
because the lands as administered under the act of 1937 play a vital role in the 
economy of western Oregon. Under that act the 2,500,000 acres of these lands 
are devoted to sustained yield forestry and all of the counties are mainly de- 
pendent upon forestry as their basic industry. 

The counties oppose a transfer of these lands to the Department of Agriculture 
and the national forest administration for a number of reasons. First, in all of 
the 1S counties there are large areas of national forests and the county courts 
have had an opportunity to compare the administration of the national forest 
lands with the administration of the Oregon and California lands under the 
Bureau of Land Management. As a result of this comparison, the counties feel 
that the administration by the Bureau of Land Management is much more eco- 
nomical and the results to the localities in which the lands lie, much more ben- 
eficial under the administration of the Bureau of Land Management than under 
the Forest Service. For instance, in the present Congress, the Forest Service 
sought appropriations equal to 25 percent of their annual receipts for the pur- 
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pose of administering timber sales from the national forests. Over a period of 
years, the entire cost of administration of the O. & C. lands under the Depart- 
ment of the Interior including fire protection, reforestation and administration 
has only averaged 18 percent, and breaking down the appropriation in comparison 
with sales, we find that the cost of making and processing sales in that bureau 
is but 9 percent. The State of Oregon, which has a large area in State forests 
and a similar problem, but administers its timber sales for less than 10 percent 
of the volume of the sale as is shown by the annual reports of the State board 
of forestry of the State of Oregon. Private industry estimate their cost of 
sales as varying from 4 to 10 percent of the proceeds. 

Another reason why the counties oppose the transfer of the O. & C. lands to 
the Forest Service is the difference in regulations governing the administration 
of said lands under the Department of the Interior and those in effect in the 
Forest Service under the Department of Agriculture. A comparison of the regula 
tions governing timber sales and road rights between the two departments may 
be made by examining the two sets of regulations as the same appear in the Fed- 
eral Register. Under the Department of the Interior regulations timber sales are 
planned a year in advance, open competitive bidding is assured, the regulations 
specifically provide the rights and obligations of the purchaser and the right 
to use the roads, and a prospective purchaser is fully informed as to his rights 
and obligations. Under the Forest Service regulations no such clarity or speci 
fication prevails. The purchaser is largely in the hands of and subject to the 
will of the administrative officers of the Forest Service. Under regulations of 
the Department of the Interior equality of access to Federal timber is assured 
Such assurance does not exist in the case of the Forest Service lands. The com 
munities depending on timber from the O. & C. lands feel that they have much 
more dependable source for sustaining their industry and its continuity under 
the policies of administration and regulations of the Interior Department than 
would be the case under the administration of the Forest Service and the De 
partment of Agriculture 

The counties also oppose S. 1149 in its present form, at least insofar as the 
©. & C. railroad lands are concerned for the reason that the bill as written 
contains no guaranty of the rights of local government under existing laws nor 
no restrictions on the power of the Department of Agriculture over the lands 

The counties also feel that public lands should be administered so as to make 
the fullest use of all the natural resources of these lands and that the separa- 
tion of minerals and water from the other resources of the land is a mistake. 
S. 1149 works such a separation in its present form. 

The counties also feel that the Department of Agriculture is already an un 
wieldly accumulation of unrelated agencies burdened with too many unrelated 
functions to absorb additional functions and will constitute a greater monstros 
ity if S. 1149 is enacted into the law than does the present Department of the 
Interior: 

The principal argument for the transfer of the functions of land management 
from the Interior Department to Department of Agriculture is assumed economy. 
In the case of the O. & C. lands it is claimed that because the O. & C. lands are 
in some cases intermingled with national forest lands that such administration 
is uneconomical. Congress recognized this in the passage of the O. & C. Exchange 
Act (538 Stat. 1144) and legal authority exists for the two Departments to 
exchange lands so as to eliminate this dual administration in the same area 
So far no exchanges have been accomplished and this uneconomical situation 
could be remedied by mandatory legislation from Congress requiring the two 
Departments to effect the necessary exchanges, thus eliminating any unneces- 
sary expense without destroying the progress made in the administering of the 
O, & C. lands and endangering the benefits which are accruing to the communities 
in which the lands lie under the act of 1937 and the present administration. 

Respectfully submitted, 
ASSOCIATION OF OREGON AND CALIFORNIA 
LAND GRANT COUNTIES, 
By Frank S. Sever, Secretary. 








494 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Untrep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 


August 29, 1951. 
Hon. JoHn L. MCCLELLAN, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Erecutive Departments, 
Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator McCLetian: I am forwarding to you a letter which I have 
received from George A. Pynn of the Keep Washington Green Committee, 
Spokane, ‘Wash. 

It is respectfully requested that the letter be made part of your committee’s 
records on bill S. 1149. 

With every good wish, I am 

Most cordially, 


Harry P. Carn. 


Keep WASHINGTON GREEN COMMITTEE, 


Spokane, Wash., August 28, 1951. 
Hon. Harry P. CAIN, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR CaIn: The group which I represent is very much interested in 
hill S. 1149 (Aiken) relative to the reorganization of the Department of Agri- 
culture. We are especially interested in the provisions which have to do with 
the administration of our national forest and grazing lands. 

It is our opinion that the trees and grasses on Federal lands are an important 
part and function of agrieulture, and can best be administered if consolidated 
in one agency, in one department. Trees are a crop the same as grass and 
other agricultural products. All trees and grasses can and do originate from 
seed and reach their highest degree of usefulness through cultivation and 
technical study and management. Also, they are so intermingled with farms 
and farm crops that to separate them is not logical. 

As outlined in the Hoover recommendations and as contained in Aiken bill 
S. 1149, we strongly feel and recommend that the major land agencies of the 
Government should be consolidated into one agency in the Department of Agri- 
culture. Only by such organization can Federal timber and range lands be 
administered in a like manner on a sound, economical, and efficient basis. As 
brought out in the Hoover Commission studies, the logic of consolidation of 
these Federal forest and range lands under one head is definitely subscribed to 
by a very large majority. Likewise, we feel that the logic of such activities, 
being most closely associated with agriculture, offers very minor opportunities 
for debate to the contrary. 

It is desired that our opinions and recommendations above quoted be presented 
to Senate McClellan’s committee with the request that such be included in the 
official records of this committee’s hearings on this subject. 

Respectfully yours, 


GrOonGeE A. PYNN. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 


August 25, 1951. 
Mr. WALTER L. REYNOLDS, 


Chief Clerk, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. REYNOLDS: I shall appreciate it if you will have printed in the hear- 
ings on S. 1149 the enclosed letter to me of the 23d from the Virginia superin- 
tendent of public instruction. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 


A. WILLIS ROBERTSON. 


| 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
Srate Boarkp or EDUCATION, 


Richmond, August 28, 1951. 
Hon. A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear WILLIS: It is my understanding that hearings on S. 1149, a bill to provide 
for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Commission (Hoover) on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government, will most likely be held on August 28 or about 
that time. 

Section 7 of the proposed revision provides, among other things, for the 
transfer “from the Federal Security Agency, the Administrator of the Federal 
Security Agency, and the Commissioner of Education, to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, the functions of administering so much of the provisions of the Smith- 
Hughes Vocational Education Act, as amended, the act of March 10, 1924, the Vo- 
eational Education Act of 1946 (George-Barden Act), the act of March 3, 1951 (20 
U. 8S. C., ch. II), and the act of March 18, 1950, as relate to agriculture and 
the training of agricultural teachers (other than home economics) including 
the administration of payments to States of the amounts referred to in sub 
sections (e), (f), (2), and (h) of this section. The administrative unit ad- 
ministering the functions transferred from the Federal Security Agency, together 
with the Extension Service and the Soil Conservation Service, shall be included 
as autonomous units in the Agricultural Consultation Service, and none such 
unit shall be subordinate to any other such unit. (Tentative.)” 

The revision also provides for the transfer of property, personnel, unexpended 
halances of appropriations, 50 percent of all funds appropriated for training of 
teachers under the Smith-Hughes Act, and other similar items to effect the 
total transfer. The proposed revision further provides that “(j) the adminis- 
tration of State vocational programs shall be carried on with established prac- 
tices and through established State and local channels.” 

It seems that there has been much claim that this is a recommendation of the 
Hoover Commission. It is my understanding from good authority, however, 
that the Hoover Commission did not recommend a transfer of vocational agri- 
culture from the Federal Security Agency to the Secretary of Agriculture. It is 
my further understanding that the Hoover Commission task force recommended 
aaginst the transfer. Whether or not the above statements are correct, in my 
opinion, it is definitely neither in the interest of economy nor efficiency to make 
such a transfer. 

It has been claimed that no section of the bill is intended to change, alter, 
or abridge the powers of the State board of vocational education in connection 
with administration of programs of agricultural education. 't is my under- 
standing that it is further stated that agricultural education : hill remain as an 
autonomous unit and that this unit shall not be subordinate to any other such 
unit. Even should this provision be made, my experience has been that it 
would soon be changed by directive. 

I have been associated with the program of agricultural education since 1919. 
It has become one of the most eeffctive segments of the public school system. 
It has reached this point of efficiency because it has been administered through 
the United States Office of Education and through the State department of 
education, and not by an agency outside the field of public education. 

I have had experience in all levels of its administration, and I have likewise 
had experience in attempting to administer the school-lunch program, which 
operates through the schools from the Department of Agriculture, and the vet- 
erans’ training program, which operates through the Veterans’ Administration. 

In my opinion, any program on a national level which deals with the public 
schools should be channeled through the United States Office of Education and 
through the State boards of education on a State level. If there are those who 
feel that the United States Office of Education is not an efficient administrative 
unit, something should be done about it, but not at the expense of a program of 
vocational education which has operated in the public schools since 1917. 

The Department of Agriculture, as you know, is one of the largest if not the 
largest Federal agency and is tremendous in its scope. To add a service such as 
agricultural education would simply add to confusion and greatly handicap the 
public-school program of America. So far as I can see, there is absolutely 
nothing to be gained. I think, too, that a comparison of the administrative costs 
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of this program, both on a National and State level, with programs of the Depart- 
ment of Education and certain programs of the Department of Agriculture, 
would reveal many interesting facts. 

While I do not propose it, it would be far more logical in my opinion to place 
the 4-H Clubs under the Office of Education and have them channeled through 
the public school system. At present they operate in the public schools and in 
many instances cause confusion because they are administered by a separate 
agency. 

I would, of course, be delighted to discuss this matter with you in detail. In 
any event, I am confident I speak the sentiments of the educational people in 
Virginia, the majority of the State superintendents of public instruction, and the 
vocational forces of America, when I urge your full cooperation and energetic 
opposition to any such transfer. It is my sincere hope that the proposal will be 
killed in committee. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
DoweL.t J. Howarp, 
Superintendent of Public Instruction. 


TowA STATE COLLEGE 
or AGRICULTURE AND MECHANIC ARTS, 
DEPARTMENT OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, 
imes, Towa, August 21, 1951. 
Senator Joun McCLetian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Frecutive Departments, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Str: The members of the North Central Regional Conference on Research 
in Agricultural Education prepared the attached statement concerning section 7 
of Senate bill 1149. 

Sincerely yours, 


JAMES D. HAMILTON, Secretary. 
STATEMENT ON SENATE Bri 1149 


We the undersigned individuals attending the Regional Conference on Research 
in Agricultural Education at Iowa State College, Ames, Iowa, on August 15-18, 
reviewed and discussed Senate bill 1149. We agreed unanimously that section 7 
(concerned with the transfer of vocational education in agriculture from the 
Federal Security Agency to the United States Department of Agriculture) 
should be removed from this bill before further consideration by the Senate. We 
do not believe that the proposed transfer will contribute to the purposes of the 
bill. 

We want vocational education in agriculture to remain in the Office of Educa- 
tion of the Federal Security Agency and we submit our reasons herewith: 

1. The success of vocational education in agriculture depends upon its being 
a part of the total program of the public-school system. 

2. No part of a public-school system can be linked administratively with an 
out-of-school agency. 

3. If the transfer of vocational education in agriculture should be consum- 
mated as proposed in Senate bill 1149, it is the beginning of the splintering and 
disintegration of public-school programs. 

4. This proposed transfer will increase Federal control by placing the adminis- 
tration in the Department of Agriculture, which is devoted to a special interest. 

5. Obviously, to accomplish the end sought, the change will not stop at the 
Federal level. The reorganizstion of all egricultural egencies on both State 
and local levels must come if this end is to be accomplished, even though section 7 
of the bill attempts to camouflage this point. 

6. The relationships of vocational education in agriculture to the agencies of 
the United States Department of Agriculture are now good. Control by the 
United States Department of Agriculture does not assure bettering the relation- 
ships. 

7. Within the North Central States represented at the meeting, we know of 
no one engaged in vocational education in agriculture who is in favor of the pro- 
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posed transfer of vocational education in agriculture to the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture. 

H. W. Deems, chairman, department of vocational education, Lin- 
coln, Nebr.; Harold G. Kenestrick, associate professor, agricul- 
tural education, Columbus, Ohio; Ralph R. Bentley, associate 
professor, agricultural education, Purdue, West Lafayette, Ind. ; 
Carl F. Lamar, supervisor, agricultural education, Lexington, 
Ky.; U. E. Wendorff, instructor, vocational education, University 
of Nebraska, Lincoln, Nebr. ; H. M. Hamlin, chairman, agricultural 
education, University of Illinois, Urbana, lll.; Raymond M. Clark, 
associate professor, agricultural education, East Lansing, Mich. ; 
Walter T. Bjoraker, assistant professor, agricultural education, 
Madison, Wis.; Floyd Cox, supervisor, agricultural education, 
Lexington, Ky.;: Denver B. Hutson, graduate student, University 
of Missouri, Columbia, Mo.; Daryl C. Sharp, vocational agricul- 
ture teacher, Minster, Ohio; Stanley Wall, teacher trainer, agri- 
cultural education, Lexington, Ky.; J. A. Starrak, teacher trainer, 
agricultural education, lowa State College, Ames, Iowa; E. E. 

Clanin, assistant professor, agricultural education, Purdue, West 
Lafavette, Ind.: R. M. Collins, graduate student, Iowa State 
College, Ames, Iowa; Willard Anderson, graduate student, Iowa 
State College, Ames, Iowa; Clarence L. Rhodes, graduate student, 
Iowa State College, Ames, lowa; G. F. EkKstrom, professor, agri- 
cultural education, University of Missouri, Columbia, Mo.:; G. P. 
Deyoe, professor, agricultural education, University of Llinois, 
Urbana, Ill.; L. J. Phipps, assistant professor, agricultural edu- 
cation, University of Illinois, Urbana, Ill.; C. E. Bundy, assis.ant 
professor, agricultural education, Iowa State College, Ames, Iowa ; 
Don Meaders, vocational agriculture teacher, Wilber, Nebr. ; 
DD. Ray Purkey, assistant supervisor, Columbus, Ohio: Harry W. 
Kitts, associate professor, agricultural education, University of 
Minnesota, St. Paul, Minn.; Harry E. Nesman, chief of vocational 
agriculture, State department of instruction, Lansing, Mich. ; 
R. L. Hayward, assistant supervisor, Jefferson City, Mo.; C. V. 
Roderick, assistant professor, agricultural education, University 
of Missouri, Columbia, Mo.; H. P. Sweany, associate professor, 
agricultural edueation, Michigan State College, East Lansing, 
Mich.; Ralph W. Gruenwald, vocational agriculture instructor, 
Tipton, Iowa; J. F. Malinski, assistant supervisor, agricultural 
education, New Prague, Minn.: Gordon Swanson, instructor, 
University of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minn.; Ralph E. Bender, 
professor, agricultural education, Ohio State University, Colum- 
bus, Ohio: James D. Hamilton, graduate student, Iowa State 
College, Ames, Iowa. 


INLAND Empire Districr COUNCIL No. 10, 
INTERNATIONAL WOODWORKERS OF AMERICA, 
Spokane, Wash., August 31, 1951. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: It has come to our attention that a Senate commit- 
tee headed by Senator McClellan (Arkansas) will have a public hearing the last 
week of August or first week of September to consider Senate (Aiken) bill 1149. 
This bill covers reorganization of the Department of Agriculture, and has much 
in it similar to recommendations made by the Hoover Committee on Reorgani- 
zation of the Department. 

Mur organization through our censervation committee is very much interested 
in forest conservation from a natural lifeblood standpoint, and efficient and 
economical administration is of paramount interest. Not only are forest products 
our sole interest, lands intermingled with forest lands, both grazing types and 
brush types, are all important to watersheds which natural resource is of impor- 
tance to all peoples—much more important than many realize. It is felt that 
timber is an agriculture crop the same as grass for grazing or wheat grown in a 
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field. All such develop from seeds, and cultivation and management must follow 
in varying degrees. It appears evident without question that such management 
from the National Government standpoint should be managed along similar lines, 
and administered by one department or agency, and the Department of Agri- 
culture seems to be the logical place to center all these activities. 

It would be appreciated if the above could be presented to the above-mentioned 
committee while holding its hearings in Washington, D. C., and a request made 
that it be included in their records, with the further comment that we recommend 
that all forest and agricultural lands in other departments be transferred to the 
Department of Agriculture for combination with such lands they now have for 
uniform administration. 

Yours truly, 
Ear NIMz, 
President, IWA District No. 10. 


HARRISONBURG-ROCKINGHAM CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Harrisonburg, Va., September 4, 1951. 
Senator JoHn L. McCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Erpenditures in the Executive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN : We have pleasure in transmitting below for your 
information the action of this chamber of commerce, by resoiution adopted by its 
board of directors August 30, with reference to the Aiken bill (S. 1149) providing 
for the reorganization of the D»partment ef Agricu!ture in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Commission on Ovganization of the Execucuve Brauch 
of the Government: 

“Be it resolved by the board of directors of the Harrisonburg-Rockingham 
Chamber of Commerce, assembled in regular monthly session this 30th day of 
August 1951, That this body does record its strong endorsement of section 7 (a), 
clause (1), S. 1149, providing for the transfer from the Department of the 
Interior to the Secretary of Agriculture the functions of the Bureau of Land 
Management (except as respects mining and mineral resources) and the func- 
tions of the Secretary of the Interior in relation thereto; and be it further 

“Resolved, That this body feels the proposal represents a most constructive 
and desirable step, and that it will achieve a more logical and efficient operation 
and administration of the Bureau of Land Management, and be it further 

“Resolved, That location of the headquarters of the George Washington Na- 
tional Forest in this city has afforded our board personal and extended oppor- 
tunity to observe the wisdom and desirability of merging the functions of the 
Bureau of Land Management with the Forest Service, and be it further 

“Resolved, That this body feels the proposed consolidation of range and fores! 
administration under the Forest Service would meet with wide public favor and 
support, and would be productive of large permanent benefits to the Nation.” 

Assuring you of our appreciation of your committee’s favorable action upon 
this section of the Aiken bill, We remain, 

Yours very truly, 
HARRISONBURG-ROCKINGHAM CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
R. L. Sturtrz, Secretary. 


West Coast LUMBERMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
Portland, Oreg., September 10, 1951. 
Hon. JoHn L. McClean, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN : I wish to address you in respect to Senate bill 1149, 
for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture, now in course of hear- 
ings before the Senate Committee on Executive Expenditures. I request that my 
letter be incorporated in the record of the hearings on this bill. 

I am taking the liberty of submitting this statement because of my long per- 
sonal contacts with some of the organization problems involved. I was a mem 
ber of the United States Forest Service from 1904 to 1928; and was Chief of 
that organization from 1920 to 1928. My period of service brought me con- 
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stantly into the problems of public-land administration in the Western States, 
in respect to both timber and range resources. Since 1928, I have served as 
manager and later as vice president of the West Coast Lumbermen’s Association, 
whose membership covers much of the lumber and logging industry and private 
timber owners in western Washington, western Oregon, and northwestern 
California. During these past 23 years, I have been constantly brought into 
contact with many phases of public land administration connected with the 
revested Oregon & California land grant and the national forests of the Pacitic 
Northwest. [I took an active part in 1934 and 1935 in the western investigations 
and congressional hearings which led to the adoption of the act of 1956 that 
established the principles for sustain-yield administration of the forests 
included in the revested O. & C, grant. 

I wish to comment only on the portions of section 7 (a) of S. 1149 which 
relate to the transfer from the Department of the Interior to the Secretary of 
Agriculture of the functions of the Bureau of Land Management and the related 
functions of the Secretary of the Interior. 

My conclusion, based on 45 years of contact and personal experience in the 
administration of the public lands of the United States, is that the proposed 
transfer is necessary to economy of administration and also to the most effective 
development of the resources and services from our remaining public lands. 
From the standpoint of economy, it seems to me obvious that after all of these 
years of development and experience, the United States Government should not 
continue to maintain two separate organizations having practically identical 
functions in the administration of publicly owned timber, forage, and related 
resources. The duplication of functions extends to the field offices in many 
Western States and to the field personnel. Both services are employing foresters, 
timber cruisers, engineers, and range specialists. In portions of the O. & C. grant, 
we have even the absurd situation of one Government bureau administering even 
sections and another bureau administering odd sections in the same township. 
If court decisions place the so-called ‘“controverted lands” in the O. & C. grant, 
these parallel administrations of odd and even sections in the same townships 
would be extended to another 550,000 acres. Similar duplications apply in 
many situations under national forest range administration with adjacent or 
nearby lands under the Taylor Grazing Act. The Congress should not forego 
the opportunity presented by the pending bill to reduce executive costs and 
simplify administrative procedures by consolidating the two services. 

If a union of the present duplicating administrative services for the public 
lands is determined, it is strongly my judgment that it should be under the 
Secretary of Agriculture. This judgment is based upon two reasons: 

First. The Department of Agriculture now has by far the larger and the more 
experienced technical organization for administering all phases and resources 
of the public lands, except minerals, irrigation engineering, and land records. 
Particularly, for the administration of public timber, public ranges, the con- 
servaiton of wildlife, and the many other uses of importance to the States and 
comtaunities where public lands are located, the Department of Agriculture 
has developed strong technical services for approximately 50 years. It has 
conducted widespread research in the conservation and development of all of 
these natural resources. It has handled a vast range of technical problems and 
organizational problems in dealing with these resources practically and in 
developing the multiple use of the same land for many different forms of human 
service. With all due respect to the men and organizations who have worked 
along similar lines in the Department of the Interior, I think there can be no 
question that the Department of Agriculture has had far more actual experience 
in these fields of public-land administration. It has created many systems of 
administration in particular fields and has learned how to fit theory to the practi- 
eal needs of actual social and economic conditions. 

Second. The basic sciences and fields of knowledge necessary in the further 
development of public land resources are largely in the fields of Agriculture. 
Furthermore, they are largely the subjects of technical development and speciali- 
zation in existing bureaus of that Department. The Department specializes 
in agronomy and animal husbandry, for example, the basis of effective utiliza- 
tion and conservation of ranges. The Department’s research stations, experi- 
mental areas and extended experience represent a large part of all that the 
United States knows about forest management and silviculture. The Depart 
ment’s Bureau of Entomology and Plant Quarantine is our one authoritative 
source of information and expert assistance in dealing with insect pests. 
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The Department’s pathologists are the one expert source of the Government 
in dealing with forest diseases. In the administration of the national forests 
during my 24 years’ connection with it, the administrators of public lands were 
constantly drawing upon these other agencies within Agriculture for technical 
help and advice. The basic techniques and management programs in the han- 
dling of public lands deal primarily with soil knowledge and agricultural 
sciences. It seems to me rather absurd to consider the allocation of public 
land administration to any agency that lacks the backgrounds and trained per- 
sonnel for dealing with these problems in the use of soil and plant growth. 

The final point that I would like to stress is that the administration of the 
public lands of the United States should not be permitted to become a static or 
routine process. They should contribute their part to a constantly growing 
population, with constantly advancing standards of living. All of their resources 
should be developed to the full and used to the utmost, consistent with per- 
petuation. In practical terms, this means an administrative service that com- 
bines technical opportunities with the requirements of law and unavoidable 
routine of administration. Possibilities of technical improvement should be 
constantly in the picture and constantly under study and development. The 
technical services of the Department of Agriculture have been drawn upon con- 
stantly in the past development of public forests and range. They should 
be drawn upon just as freely in the future. The most effective way to insure 
this type of development and administration is to concentrate the resources of 
the public lands under the same department which is also responsible for the 
technical services from soil and plants in the economy of the country. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. B. Greetey, Vice President. 


EUGENE, Orec., September 10, 1951. 
Senator JoHn L. McCLeiian, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: As an old-time Oregon lumberman, and one of the 
original proponents of Public Law 405 (O. & C. Act of 1937), and a long-time mem- 
ber of the Secretary of the Interior’s O. & C. Land Advisory Committee, I favor 
the transfer of the administration of the provisions under this law from the 
Department of the Interior to the Department of Agriculture, acting by the 
United States Forest Service, as is proposed in Senate bill No. 1149. 

Following the formation of the United States Timber Conservation Board by 
President Hoover in 1931 the subsequent study of the O. & C. land question by 
the forestry committee of the Portland, Oreg., Chamber of Commerce, and the 
Oregon State Planning Commission, resulted in the recommendation that Con- 
gress transfer the administration of these O. & C. lands to the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Lumbermen opposed such recommendation with the argument that the United 
States Forest Service was unwilling to work cooperatively with the lumber 
manufacturers or the dependent communities, consistently insisting on having 
entirely permissive legislation that would permit them to make all their rules 
and regulations behind closed doors and practically dictate not only the forest 
policies, but many features of lumber-company management. 

Lumbermen were in accord with the tax-equity claims of the land-grant coun- 
ties in these lands, and they accepted as desirable the principle and practice of 
forest conservation and sustained yield, but they were unconditionally opposed 
to Forest Service control with their dictatorial powers which lumbermen felt 
could result in the imposition of theoretical and impracticable regulations, to 
gether with the deprivation of the right of appeal and arbitration to lumbermen 
dependent on O. & C, timber. 

During the 1930 era the policy of the United States Forest Service was 
socialistic in character. Their primary concern was the welfare of the “lower 
one-third.” Since then they have changed to practical forestry and have de- 
veloped constructive and equitable policy and relationship with all members 
(large and small) of the lumber industry. Their only error being a 100-year 
timber-cutting grant to a large concern, to the exclusion of the rights and in 
terests of smaller established concerns. However, they have come to fully 
realize that our public-forest resources belong to the people of the United States 
not to a few of the so-called timber barons. And I am sure they will not repeat 
their mistake. 
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On the other hand, Department of the Interior administration of the provisions 
under the 1937 act has been superseded by an ardent ambition to create another 
bureaucracy—one that is now top-heavy with incompetent personnel, needlessly 
expensive, and a halfway attempt to do a job that can be done with little added 
personnel and cost by the United States Forest Service 

No doubt, these facts provided at least part of the basis on which the 1947 
Hoover Commission made the recommendation that the United States Forest 
and Range Service manage the national forests, including the Oregon & Cali 
fornia revested lands, ete. 

Respectfully, 


STATEMENT OF Horace M,. ALBRIGHT, PRESIDENT, U ED STATES 
YorK AND CarRriSBAD, N. MEX., CHAIRMAN 01 fe Bo 
AND CIvic ASSOCTATION, WASHINGTON, DD. C., 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURI 
Gentlemen of the committee, may T ask that this st: 
sion of S. 1149, to provide for the reorganization of the United Sta 
of Agriculture, he considered by the committee and its staff and 
hearings on the bill. 
I address my comment on 8S. 1149 particularly to that part « tien 
and subsequent provisions authorizing transfer of the Bureau of Ln Manage 
ment, its personnel, records, property, ete., from the Department he Interior to 
the Department of Agriculture. T think it would be a very serious istake to 
retain this authorization in the final draft of the bill as i mes from your 
committee. It would not be in the interest of good public-land management and 
administration to transfer the Bureau of Land Management to the Department 
of Agriculture, for this Department has always been one devot to servic 
the farmers of the United States and to research in agricultural if 
ing the growth of crops and livestock, and the welfare of that par 
tion which dwells and works and produces food and “ber ai 
on the land. 
The Department of Agriculture grew out of the Department of the Interior 
the first place and has always been dependent on the older Interior Depart 
for cooperation and aid in land matters and for support, aid, and 
servation policies. While it is true that the Forest Service has grown, 
wise policies, and prospered in the Department of Agricu 
achievements could have come in the Department of the Interior 
of public land in the Departinent of Agriculture by the Forest Servi 
been a note of divergence from consistent Management policy 
public land except military, naval, post-office, and other minor 
jurisdiction of the Interior Department, which was established 
to administer the public domain and carry out all the laws re i 
There can be no logical reason to transfer the Bureau of 
to the Department of Agriculture except to bring it and 
together in one department. I agree that the two bureaus 
in one department and even in one enlarged bureau, as res 
minority of the Hoover Commission in strongly supporting the views of the 
Commission’s task force on natural resources. They should be put together and 
kept together, but not in the Department of Agriculture, whicl 
a great service agency for agriculture and for the farmer 
The Bureau of Land Management deals with many activities: mining claims 
mineral leasing, cadastral suveying, grazing, forestry, land classification, reve 
nues from permits and leases, land records, ete. Forestry and grazing, which 
are the two important items in common with functions of the Forest i 
do not loom large enough in terms of national interest to justify 
this Bureau to the Department of Agriculture. There is nothing the 
of Agriculture can do to strengthen the Bureau of Land Management or facilitate 
the execution of its assigned duties: nor can the Bureau of Land Management 
do anything important to improve the general services of the Department of 
Agriculture to the farmer. 
On the other hand, placing the Bureau and its lands under the Department 
of Agriculture and away from the other land agencies and the Geological Survey 
and Bureau of Mines with which if is now associated would certainly create 


problems for mining and other industries which would complicate matters 
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enormously for those industries while doing almost nothing for agriculture in the 
United States. Far better coordination of land-administration activities and 
more efficiency in Federal management could be obtained by transferring th« 
Forest Service from the Department of Agriculture and placing it with the other 
land agencies, preferably in a Department of Natural Resources, or Conservation, 
but away from Agriculture, leaving that Department free to devote its whole 
attention to service to and research for the farmer. 

The mineral industry looms large in public-land- administration. The great 
est fields for exploration and development of minerals are in the public domain, 
mainly the unreserved, unappropriated public domain of the West. Revenues 
from mineral leases, including oil leases, far exceed any income from grazing 
or from timber sales. In all matters relating to mineral-land administration 
there must be the closest cooperation with the Geological Survey. While the 
pending bill excludes transfer of the functions of the Bureau of Land Manage 
ment with respect to mining and mineral resources, actually and physically 
this cannot be done without setting up some new administrative agency to 
handle mineral claims, leases, etc.; and even then there would remain, but 
greatly strengthened, the basic antagonism of the farmer and stock raiser 
to the mineral claimant and operator. In all liklihood, under Department of 
Agriculture complete management of public lands, both forest and unreserved 
public domain, there would be a corps of “agricultural mineral experts” examin- 
ing and contesting all or most of the claims and filings of prospectors and mining 
eperators, both individual and corporate. There would be, naturally and under 
standably, a tendency to view every mining claim or project from the personal 
standpoint of the stockman or farmer. One of the important reasons for trans- 
ferring the Forest Service from the Department of Agriculture is that this 
could bring about better coordination of mineral-claim supervision in national 
forests with that of the public domain, and eliminate overlapping and duplica 
tion in the work of examination, report, and action on such mineral claims. As 
I understand it, there are now on the rolls of the Forest Service a considerable 
number of mineral examiners, 

The National Minerals Advisory Council is a body of men organized informally 
by the Secretary of the Interior to advise on mineral policies. It is composed 
of some 46 executives of mining companies in all fields of mineral exploration, 
development, and operation. Il am a member of this body, and I have had occa- 
sion to discuss the principles of S. 1149, particularly section 7, with many 
other members. I can say with almost absolute certainty that most, if not all, 
of these men are opposed to the transfer of the Bureau of Land Management 
to the Department of Agriculture. I attach hereto a list of the members of 
the National Minerals Advisory Council. 

The American Mining Congress is a fine, strong trade association composed 
of hundreds of mining men from all parts of the country and from all kinds 
of mineral enterprises, large and small. 

The American Mining Congress meets in convention twice a year: in the 
spring the coal operators meet in the Middle West, and in the autumn the 
operators of all other types of mines meet in the Far West. In October 1951 the 
American Mining Congress meets in Los Angeles. 

At its conventions in Spokane in 1949 and in Salt Lake City in 1950 this 
body of mining men, while commending strongly the broad recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission, included in their annual policy statement the follow- 
ing under the heading “Government reorganization” : “We oppose the transfer of 
the Bureau of Land Management to the Department of Agriculture.” 

Already for the 1951 convention there are drafts of policy statements in cir- 
culation within established committees, and this time there is submitted a spe- 
cific reference to section 7 of S. 1149, declaring against transfer of the Bureau 
of Land Management to the Department of Agriculture. Its adoption by the 
great convention at Los Angeles is a foregone conclusion. 

Too often, in arguments by zealous adherents of the Forest Service aspersions 
are cast on the Interior Department and its bureaus, especially the Bureau 
of Land Management, formerly the General Land Office. It is inferred that lands 
are not safe in the Interior Department; that Agriculture is a stronger conser- 
vation department and public domain is safer there. It is said that the De- 
partment of Agriculture has not been a land dispenser but a land conservator, 
while the other department has always been engaged in “giving away” land 

Of course, it is true that the Interior Department was engaged for decades 
in carrying out the mandates and policies of Congress under which homesteads 
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of various types, mineral lands, etc., were to pass into private hands for develop- 
ment as farms and industrial operations. That was the basic land policy 
under which the great West had its phenomenal development. The Interior 
Department only did its duty as defined by law when it approved the disposition 
of public lands in accordance with clear mandates from Congress 

But it also explored the West through its surveys of the territories, and after 
1879 by the United States Geological Survey. In these surveys distinguished 
scientists studied the natural resources of our country and gradually developed 
conservation policies which have come now to govern all public-land administra- 
tion. 

Conservation of forests began not in the Department of Agriculture but in the 
Geological Survey of the Interior Department, where fine reports on forests and 
the need for their protection were submitted by able men. The early forest 
reserves, comprising millions of acres, were established in the 15 years preced 
ing the creation of the Forest Service as a land-administration agency in the 
Department of Agriculture. These great forests, as well as national parks, 
national monuments, Indian lands, etc., were all administered in the Interior 
Department. Likewise, early studies of overgrazing of public lands were made 
by the Geological Survey and the old General Land Office. The Interior Depart 
ment and what is now the Bureau of Land Management recommended regulation 
of grazing on the public land years before the Taylor Act was passed, but Con- 
gress did not see fit to approve their proposal 

Conservation of water power, mineral resources, and wildlife all began in 
the Interior Department. Where the Department of Agriculture acted in this 
tield, it was through research agencies such as the Biological Survey, which, 
incidentally, is now a part of the Interior Department where it administers 
some 18,000,000 acres in refuges of five types. The Reclamation Service with 
all its beneficial programs originated in the Geological Survey of the Interior 
Department, and so did the Bureau of Mines. 

The Soil Conservation Service, now so large and effective, was established 
by former Secretary of the Interior Ickes early in the Roosevelt administra 
tion. Because it dealt so extensively in restoration of soils of the farms of 
private individuals, it was transferred from the Interior Department to the 
Department of Agriculture. This move was quite as right, because of its 
service to agriculture and farmers, as similar transfer of the Bureau of Land 
Management would be wrong because it does not perform important services 
to agriculture and to the farmer. 

The National Resources Planning Board, which for years played an important 
part in developing consevation policies and plans and which brought together 
a highly efficient staff of experts, was organized under the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary of the Interior, who appointed Charles W. Eliot 2d as its director. 

Conservation of natural resources is next in importance to our great defense 
activities in relation to our country’s future welfare—tInstead of further 
scattering and so minimizing conservation of natural resources by moving the 
Bureau of Land Management to a department concerned with only one branch 
of our economy, there should be greatest consideration given to building a 
strong Conservation or Natural Resources Department to direct all activities 
of the Federal Government in the exploration for, protection, and development 
of all our natural resources—water, public land, forests, parks, minerals, wildlife. 
They are worthy of the prestige of a department devoted to them. 

I have been interested in Federal Government for many vears. I entered 
Government service in June 1913 under Secretary of the Interior Franklin K. 
Lane, was active in the establishment of the National Park Service, and was 
director of that bureau from January 1920 to August 1955, when I voluntarily 
retired to enter private business. 

In 1933 I was one of the five men who planned, organized, and set in operation 
the Civilian Conservation Corps, the CCC. 

I was active in the reorganization movements of 1932 and 1933 and in 1939 
Was one of six conservationists summonned to the White House by the late 
President Franklin D. Roosevelt to discuss a program of reorganization that 
would establish a Department of Conservation which would require transfer 
of the Forest Service from the Department of Agriculture. 

In 1948 I was a member of the eight-man task force organized under the 
leadership of ex-Gov. Leslie A. Miller, of Wyoming, to advise the Hoover 
Commission on reorganization plans for the natural-resources agencies This 
task force’s work resulted in its comprehensive report recommending the crea- 
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tion of a Department of Natural Resources, which was strongly recommended 
by the minority of the Commission in a separate report to the Congress, 

[ have been engaged in conservation activities for nearly 40 years. I am 
a commissioner of the Palisades Interstate Park, N. Y. and N. J.; a trustee 
of Colonial Williamsburg, Inc. (a Rockefeller organization): a trustee of 
Jackson Hole Preserve, Inc.; a trustee of the Roosevelt Memorial Association : 
chairman of the board of the American Planning and Civic Association: a 
director of the National Parks Association; a director of the National Con- 
ference on State Parks; an honorary vice president of the Sierra Club. Cali- 
fornia; a member and former vice president of the American 
Association; and a member of many other conservation 


societies. 


Forestry 
associations and 


I am engaged in a mining enterprise and serve as a member of the National 
Minerals Advisory Council. 

Qut of long experience in the Federal service in the field of conservation of 
natural resources and in light of wide studies in governmental organization. | 
earnestly urge the elimination of section 7 of the pending S. 1149, thus making 
no change at this time in the status of the Bureau of Land Management 

I am submitting this statement on my own initiative and responsibility. and 
do not assume to represent any organization except that, since the American 
Planning and Civie Association, of which I am board chairman, has so strongly 
expressed its approval of a Department of Natural Resources, I feel that my 
views herein presented are also those of this 50-year-old conservation organiza- 


tion. 


NTERSTATE ASSOCIATION OF PUBLIC LAND COUNTIES, 
Lakeview, Oreg.. Se ptember b, 1951. 
Re S. 1149. 
Mr. WALTER L. REYNOLDS, 
Chief Clerk, Senate Committee on Earpenditures in 
the Rarecutive Departments, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C 

Dear Mr. Reynoitps: I have been informed that yvour committee is holding 
a series of hearings upon the above measure or is about to commence such a 
series of hearings. If this is correct, time does not permit me to make the trip 
to Washington to appear against this bill but I have enclosed herewith the follow- 
ing statement which I would like to have placed in the record. 

Our association was organized by and is supported solely by our State asso- 
ciations of county commissioners, county courts, and boards of supervisors in 
nll of the 11 Western States except New Mexico and California. In California, 
our association is supported by the Northern California Counties Supervisors 
Association. 

I would appreciate it if you will notify me in the event the measure should 
come before your committee again at a later date. IT usually spend a consider 
able part of February and March of each year in Washington. It is much more 
convenient for me to appear before committees at that time. 

Very truly yours, 
Forrest E, Cooper, 
Counsel, Interstate Association of Public Land Counties. 


STATEMENT OF INTERSTATE ASSOCIATION OF PUBLIC LAND COUNTIES BY 
Forrest E. Cooper, LAKEVIEW, OREG. 


As legal adviser for the Interstate Association of Public Land Counties, an 
organization created exclusively by the various Western State associations of 
county commissioners, county courts, and boards of supervisors in all of the 11 
Western States except New Mexico and California, being supported by the north- 
ern 10 counties of the State of California, I wish to file three objections to the fol- 
lowing provision in said bill, namely: 

Page 6, section 7: “There are hereby transferred (1) from the Department of 
Interior to the Secretary of Agriculture, the functions of the Bureau of Land 
Management (except as respects mining and mineral rights) and the functions of 
the Secretary of the Interior in relation thereto.” 
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OBJECTION NO, 1 


-The tax base of our rural western local government 
related application of capital and labor to the ownership pattern of western graz 
ing lands. There are currently about 50,000 people who are 1 


the West by utilizing grazing licenses of one type or another which are issued by 


is dependent upon the e 


aking a living in 


the Federal agencies, most of said permits having been issued by the Burea 
Land Management and the United States Forest Service. In order to stabilize 
livestock numbers as well as the private property dedicated to such livestock 
enterprise and in order to stabilize the economy of the 

of the West, it is essential that the Congress first enact a statutory uniform range 
code, wherein the Congress shall set forth policies which are to be followed by 
any and all agencies charged with the responsibility of administering the West's 
grass resources, said code to apply to such western Federal 
available to our citizens 


»>tax buse of the rural towns 


grass aS may be made 
for use from time to time. The ena 
code should come ahead of any attempted shuffling of the 
western Federal acreage. 


tment of such a 
administrat our 

There is a feeling on the part of many that if 

such as quoted above from 8S. 1149 should be 

culture would them become so politic ally pow 

obtaining one or more policy codes to govern the administra 

of a western Federal renewable resource, | 


such as 


made that the Depar 
erful that the eh: 


YTiUSS 
possible The merger contemp'ated by the above paragr: 
partment of Agriculture jurisdiction of over SO pu 
practically every State in the West and in the e: 
percentage up to about 90 percent 


situation are tremendous 


OBRTECTION. NO 


Administrative cost studies currently being carried on by ¢ 
cost studies are based upon private lands, State lands, Forest Service acre 
and acreage under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of | 
the direction of the following conclusions 

(a) That the Bureau of Land Management durit tl 


Iti the 


ur association which 


and igement point 


years has been able to obtain a greater degree of financia 


citizens doing business with it for the purpose of utilizing ul 
than has the Department of Agricuiture restimonyv before the Appropriations 
Committees indicates that in several vears donations for range improvement to 
the Bureau of Land Management often equaled the congress 

for such purpose On the other hand, the Forest Se ce, up unti he so-ca I 
Barrett committee report of 1948 (H. Rept. No. 2456, SOth Cor 


Wilble 


ohal appropriations 


g.. Yd sess 


report was unanimously adopted by the House Committee on Pu 

away from accepting financial cooperation from the citize 
citizens is still difficult for the Forest Service to obtain ‘} ise Appro 
priations Committee is currently pleading for financial support at the loc 
level for the rehabilitation of our western public lands. If tl 
the Bureau of Land Management has been obtaining is considered by the Con 
gress to be in the public interest, the Congress ought to first enact 

a uniform administrative code, which will guarantee that such support will 
continue to be forthcoming. If the jurisdiction of the Departime nt of Agriculture 
is expanded and its executives should suddenly change the position, all finan 
cial support from the local citizens would vanish. The solution of this problem 
appears to be much more important at the present time than the shuffling 
western Federal lands. 

(b) These studies point to the conclusion that the Bureau of Land Manage 
ment is processing timber sales at a much lower cost than is the United States 
Forest Service. The Forest Service is currently asking for 25 percent of the 
sale price of a tree to place it upon the market. Our cost studies show that 
the Forest Service cost at the local administrative level is about 2 percent 
that the cost of the Bureau of Land Management is normally about the 
figure but that the Bureau of Land Management is not asking for a greater 
percentage with which to perform this service. Congress should investigate the 
possibility of extravagance before it increases the amount of forest-type lands 
to be turned over to the Department of Agriculture 
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ie financial support 


legislation, 


of our 


and 
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OBJECTION NO. 3 


S. 1149, in its present form, does not appear to recognize the fact that most ot 
the acreage currently under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management 
has been placed there subject to final disposition and that the Bureau of Land 
Management is currently selling a considerable volume of this acreage pursuant 
to Federal law. Although 8S. 1149 would not repeal this procedure, yet it is a 
fact that the administration of this acreage would pass into the hands of a 
bureau which not only has a policy which is opposed to the Federal Government 
relinquishing its title to any citizen for a consideration, under any circum 
stances, but the Department of Agriculture has the most aggressive staff ot 
land buyers of any peacetime agency. Every Forest Service executive is unde: 
orders to keep on the lookout to buy real property. Much of this acreage is 
currently being bought by exchanging cutting rights to Federal timber for deeds 
to private property with the result that neither the Bureau of the Budget no 
the congressional Appropriations Committees have a record or knowledge as to 
what is going on. The result is that millions of dollars worth of property are 
being purchased without an annual authorization from Congress. 

It is obvious that if S. 1149 should be enacted in its present form, the move 
would then be stated to incorporate the acreage obtained from the Bureau of 
Land Management into national forests, thereby automatically stopping further 
sales to citizens and thereby-automatically extending the exterior boundaries 
of our western national forests, thereby laying millions of acres of private land 
open to the land acquisition activities of the United States Forest Service. Since 
public lands consume taxes while private lands produce them, it is evident 
that the enactment of S. 1149 would cost the Federal Treasury additional sums 
instead of saving tax dollars. At the present time, the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment administers as much acreage in the West as does the Forest Service and 
does the job with less than 200 employees. ‘The Forest Service carries several 
thousand employees assigned to its field staff. It is, therefore, suggested that 
the Congress review this entire subject of western public lands and western 
public land policies and enact policy legislation which will save the Federal} 
Treasury a large sum of money as contrasted to S. 1149 which will merely open 
the door to permit ballooning of the Federal budget. The land acquisition activi 
ties of the United States Forest Service have created a tax crisis at the level of 
local government throughout the 11 Western States. For example, Montrose 
County, Colo., recently protested a current national-forest service acquisition 
of private property. The Forest Service countered by stating that the tax base 
would not be damaged because of the Federal statute which authorizes an 
annual lieu tax payment equal to 25 percent of the gross receipts from the 
property. The Congress has already explored the shortcomings of this lieu tax 
statute (S. Rept. No. 270, 80th Cong., Ist sess.). But coming back to the Mont- 
rose County case, we find that one congressional committee is holding up national 
forest lieu tax money due Montrose County which the Congress has found here 
tofore illegally been withheld by the United States Forest Service. (See Public 
Law 903, 82d Cong., 1st sess.) 

A story recently published by the United States Forest Service in the Denver 
Post, wherein it was announced that it is not sufficient for the Forest Service 
to own the mountain tops and the hillsides of the West but that it must also 
go down into the valley and buy the deeded land on the valley floor, is most 
alarming. The tax emergency these land acquisitions have created has been 
recognized by many bills introduced in the Congress, the most recent of which 
is H. R. 5223, which was prepared by the Bureau of the Budget under the direc 
tion of the President. It is interesting to note, however, since the subject be 
fore your committee is Ways and means of reducing expenditures from the Fed 
eral Treasury, that the more equity such congressional measures offer, the 
more attractive Federal ownership becomes, and ways and means of restricting 
or reducing the amount of land in Federal ownership by repealing existing land 
acquisition authorization statutes or by conferring veto power upon the States 
and counties in which lands are wanted for strictly peacetime uses, are for- 
gotten or lost sight of. 

It is submitted in closing that the Congress has not within the past 50 years 
come to grips with the fundamental basic land questions of the West. Until it 
does so, it is submitted that the enactment of measures such as S. 1149, will be 
followed by a further waste of tax money at the Federal level, which is the 
subject as we understand it which is under primary study by your committee 
at this time. 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
September 11, 1951. 
Hon. JoHn L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures in the Bxrecutive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN: I am transmitting, herewith, several letters 
concerning S. 1149 with the request that they also be made part of the official 
record of your committee on that legislation. 

With every good wish, I am, 

Most cordially, 
Harry P. Cain. 


THE STATE COLLEGE OF WASHINGTON, 
Pullman, Wash., August 29, 1951. 
Senator Harry P. CAIN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR CAIN: I wanted you to be aware of our reaction to Senate bill 
1149 which contains a section proposing to transfer the control in administration 
of vocational agriculture in the public schools from the United States Office of 
Education to the United States Office of Agriculture. We in the educational field 
are definitely opposed to such a move, 

The State College of Washington, as you know, is the only institution in this 
State training teachers in vocational agriculture. The present program which 
operates in the United States Office of Education through the Washington State 
Department of Public Instruction to the institution is most satisfactory. The 
centralization of all Government functions dealing with public education in the 
United States Office of Education is an important principle which should not be 
changed. The United States Office of Education under the new Commissioner 
is developing an outstanding program of leadership and coordination. This 
should be encouraged in every way possible. 

I know that superintendents of schools throughout the State would be greatly 
disturbed if policies dealing with vocational and agricultural education were 
determined by any other group than our lay State board of education. The United 
States Department of Agriculture has its own agencies functioning within the 
State and the tendency would be to work through these agencies. This would 
be detrimental to the whole program of vocational agriculture. On our campus, 
we have developed close cooperation between the College of Agriculture and the 
School of Education. Our program as it is functioning is satisfactory to both. 
It is only sound economy and sound educational policy to maintain all functions 
of education in and channeled through the United States Office of Education. 

I hope you will do everything in your power to oppose this section of Senate 
bill 1149 dealing with proposed transfer of authority. 

Cordially, 
J. Murray Ler, Dean. 


SPOKANE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Spokane, Wash., August 29, 1951. 
Hon. Harry P. CAIN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR CAIN: I am advised that the Senate Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments -will shortly give consideration of S. 1149 to 
provide for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Commission on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government. 

On July 24, 1950, Mr. James A. Ford, then managing secretary of the Spokane 
Chamber of Commerce, appeared before President Truman’s Special Task Force 
for Study of Land Management Activities, which on that date held a 1-day 
hearing in Spokane. Mr. Ford, representing the views of the Spokane Chamber 
of Commerce, and acting upon direction of our executive committee spoke em- 
phatically in favor of the majority recommendations of the Hoover Commission, 
providing for the transfer of the Bureau of Land Management to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and consolidation with the Forest and Range Service. This 
is identified as Recommendation No. 15 in the report of the Hoover Commission 
on Agriculture. Mr. Ford, with equal emphasis, opposed the recommendations of 
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the Task Force on Natural Resources which recommended consolidation of the 
Bureau of Land Management and the Forest and Range Service in a Department 
of Natural Resources—successor agency to the Department of Interior. 

Supporting Mr. Ford's stand in favor of the majority report there also ap- 
peared represeutatives of our timber products bureau, and leading timber and 
lumber associations and manufacturers in this area. 

Because of the overlapping of functions and duplication of activities, the con- 
solidation of the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service in the 
Department of Agriculture is a logical step in the interest of greater efficiency 
and greater economy of operation. 

Section 7 (a) (1) of S. 1149 provides for the transfer of the Bureau of Land 
Management from the Department of Interior to the Department of Agriculture. 

The purpose of this letter is to enlist your support and that of Senate Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive Department for S. 1149. Anything 
which you might be able to do in bringing before the committee the advantages 
particularly of the consolidation of the two departments of Land Management 
and Forest Service would be sincerely appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
FRANKLIN GREENOUGH, President. 


UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN, 
ScHOOL OF NATURAL RESOURCES, 
Ann Arbor, September 11, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN L. McCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committce on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeaAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: In accordance with the permission in your letter 
of September 10, I should like to submit the following comments on S. 1149: 

1. I feel strongly that the management of publicly owned forest lands and 
grazing lands, now divided between the Forest Service in the Department ot 
Agriculture and the Bureau of Land Management in the Department of the 
Interior, should be combined in a single unit. I believe, however, that that unit 
should be located in a new Department of Natural Resources, rather than in the 
Department of Agriculture, as is proposed in section 7. From the standpoint of 
over-all Government organization, each executive department should have one 
major purpose. That of the Department of Agriculture, in the words of the 
Hoover Commission, should be “to promote the national welfare through an im- 
proved economic and social status for the farm home and the farm life.” 
That of the proposed Department of Natural Resources should be to promote 
the national welfare through the efficient administration of all natural resources 
on the public domain, and related activities. The reasons for these views are 
given so fully in the minority report of the Hoover Commission and in the report 
of the Commission’s Task Force on Natural Resources, of which I was a member, 
that they need not be repeated here. 

2. I question the advisability of establishing services in which all activities 
relating to research and to extension are concentrated, as is proposed in section 6. 
It seems to me that in a land-management agency such as the Forest Service 
(or the proposed Agricultural Resources Conservation Service), close coordina- 
tion between administration, research, and cooperation with other agencies can 
be assured only by having all of these activities handled by the same unit. 

Very sincerely yours, 
S. T. Dana, 
Filibert Roth University Professor of Forestry 


STATE UNIVERSITY oF NEw York, 
COLLEGE OF FORESTRY, 
Syracuse, N. Y., September 15, 1951. 
Hon. JoHn L. McCLetian, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR McCLELLAN: As a forester, I am interested in section 7a of S. 
1149 now before the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

The proposal to consolidate the forest and range land management activities 
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of the Bureau of Land Management in Interior with similar functions in Agri- 
culture I believe to be sound. To advance the argument that competition between 
bureaus in two different departments promotes better service to the public in 
forestry and range management seems naive. In the long run, money and 
valuable human effort are wasted and the public interest is liable to be com- 
promised. A more effective way of improving operations is through applied 
research. Research in this case needs to involve work in the best methods of 
getting effective cooperation between resource users and resource managers. 

Opinion remains sharply divided as to whether the grazing and forestry fune- 
tions belong in the Department of Agriculture or in a new Department of Con- 
servation. My conviction is that greater efficiency and a better job can be done 
in Agriculture than in a separate department. One-fifth the forest land of the 
United States is owned hy farmers and is a part of operating farms. Another 
fifth is held in small parcels and presents management problems Closely related 
to those of the farm forest. Management of this two-fifths of our total forest 
land is therefore intimately associated with agriculture. The research on living 
plants is primarily carried on by the Department of Agriculture and the land 
grant colleges. Research should not be subordinated to administration, but the 
closest working relationships must be maintained if the results of research are to 
be applied by administration and if the research group is to keep their activities 
alined to the needs of administration. 

Ranch operation is a form of agriculture. It is dependent upon research on 
range plants and range animals; this is agricultural research. To place range 
management and forest management into a separate Department of Conservation 
would simply result in the necessity of coordinating activities in these fields be- 
tween departments rather than within a department. 

The argument is advanced that the Department of Agriculture is already too 
large and too diversified. Hence a new Department of Conservation will be 
needed. If this argument is accepted, then the Government certainly made a 
mistake when the Army, Navy, and Air Force were combined into a single de- 
partment. Coordination and cooperation to be effective must be below the secre- 
tarial level instead of above it. Already the pressure on the President is far too 
heavy, and organizing new departments can only complicate rather than sim- 
plify his job. We have plenty of precedent now for large departments through 
the Department of Defense. 

The decision, I feel, should rest on what will bring about the most effective 
eooperation and coordination. I therefore feel that the proposal to transfer 
the grazing and forestry activities from the Bureau of Land Management to 
Agriculture to be a sound one, and I hope that early action to carry this out can 
be taken. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Harpy L. SHIRLEY, Assistant Dean 


NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C. September 17, 1951. 


Hon. JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Hapenditures in the 
Erecutive Departments, United States Ne nate, Washington, D.C 

DEAR SENATOR MCCLELLAN: The National Reclamation Association is op- 
posed to the provisions of the committee print, 8S. 1149, of date August 14, 
1951, which will destroy the present effective program of operations conducted 
by the Soil Conservation Service. 

Section 7 of the bill purports to transfer the functions of the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service, together with the Extension Service, to an Agricultural Consulta- 
tion Service. Section 2 of the bill states that the Agricultural Consultation 
Service shall be utilized “as the service for disseminating information and Ccon- 
ducting agricultural education programs of the Department for farmers and 
the public through established channels.” These provisions reduce the Soil 
Conservation Service to a mere information agency 

We favor the present local-autonomy arrangement between soil-conserva- 
tion district, organized under State law, and technical assistance furnished 
by the Department of Agriculture at the request of the districts. Seventy-five 
percent of all irrigated lands in the West are included in soil-conservation dis- 
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tricts. Thus the bulk of our irrigation farmers have available the services of 
these soil and water experts. 

Under reclamation law, the Bureau of Reclamation constructs a lateral sys- 
tem to the highest point on each farm for the purpose of serving water to each 
40 acres or a fraction thereof. Construction of the remainder of the lateral 
distribution system becomes the responsibility of individual landowners. Soil 
Conservation Service technicians aid the new, as well as the present, irriga- 
tion farmer in planning and laying out his farm-ditch system to pick up water 
delivered by the irrigation district. In addition, these technicians aid the 
farmer in laying out his fields for irrigation, leveling and properly draining his 
land, setting up a cropping program with proper rotation, and conducting soils 
analyses where that type of information is needed. 

I submit, these services cannot be properly handled by a bulletin or informa- 
tion service agency as proposed in the committee bill. 

We understand the desirablility of combining the functions of all county 
and State committees into a single advisory agricultural council as proposed 
under section 10 of the bill. However, the soil-conservation districts’ super 
visors are representatives of a State-approved legal entity. It appears, under 
the terms of the bill, that this representative group no longer has any status 
with the Department, except that the Department is “to accomplish * * * 
full cooperation with State and local agencies in promoting soil, water, and 
forest conservation.” This language is significant for its lack of meaning. 
It would in effect, by a division of responsibility, tend to take away the local 
responsibility already accepted by the district supervisors. 

The advisory agricultural council is empowered to advise the Department 
“relating to the work of the Agricultural Resources Conservation Service,” 
Which includes the agricultural conservation program, or incentive payments, 
now under the jurisdiction of the Production and Marketing Administration for 
conservation practices developed on privately owned lands. Apparently, this 
committee would establish a procedure for payments to farmers for con- 
servation practices with guidance from bulletins promulgated by the Agri- 
cultural Consultation Service. Soil and water resources are our most pre- 
cious heritage. Technicians are needed for on-the-ground service—we do not 
need more bulletin service in the West. 

We believe, too, that all basic research could well be placed in a single re- 
search agency. However, the authority to get answers to day-by-day ques- 
tions such as determining methods of controlling soil erosion and the conserva- 
tion of water, which are closely connected with the Soil Conservation Service 
program of field operations, should be retained with that agency. Such re- 
search activity should be closely correlated with basie research efforts. 

We therefore urge that the present Department-furnished soil-technician- 
soil-conservation-district cooperation, implemented through memoranda of 
understanding, be continued in its present form. It is one of our most suc- 
cessful efforts in the field of conservation. In fact that there are over 2,200 
soil-conservation districts in existence, today, and the further fact that approxi- 
mately 150 new districts are organized each year, attest to the over-all public 
approval accorded the present program. 

We respectfully request that this letter be incorporated in the committee 
records of hearings on S. 1149. 

With best wishes, I am 

Cordially yours, 
MERL B. PEEK, Assistant Secretary-Manager. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
September 17, 1951. 
Hon. JoHn L. McCLeLian, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Expenditures, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: Attached is letter which I have received from Mr. O. I. Paulson, 
State director of the Division of Vocational Education of Oregon, in which he 
calls attention to the effect of the application of section 7 of S. 1149 proposing 
the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture. 

I hope you will be able to include Mr. Paulson’s views in your record of the 
hearings on this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
Guy Corpon. 
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Orrecon Strate Boarp or EpucatTion, 
DrvisIon oF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, 
Salem, September 13, 1951. 
SENATOR GUY CORDON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Cordon: I have information from our executive secretary, M. 
D. Mobley, of the American Vocational Association, Washington, D. C., that 
the hearings began on August 28 in Washington, D. C., on S. 1149. 

As you probably know, 8S. 1149 has to do with a number of recommended 
changes for the reorganization of the United States Department of Agriculture. 
However, section 7 of S. 1149 deals with the transferring of vocational agri- 
culture from the United States Oflice of Education to the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. Our public-school people and vocational-education per- 
sonnel in Oregon are against section 7 of Senate bill 1149. 

If section 7 is not deleted from this bill, it will take one service of vocational 
education away from the United States Office of Education and turn it over to 
the United States Department of Agriculture. It will leave home-economics 
education, trade and industrial education, distributive education, and occupa- 
tional information and guidance under the United States Office of Education 
and will transfer vocational agriculture over to the United States Department 
of Agriculture. In other words, the States would have two Federal 
to deal with and two Federal bosses. It would give a noneducational 
agency authority to regulate a single selected subject of the 
riculum. 

Instruction in agriculture dealt with in section 7 is a secondary-school sub- 
ject in all its phases and it is part of the curriculum of the school system. It 
belongs in the educational agency of the Federal Government 

Some proponents of section 7 state that this is a recommendation of the 
Hoover Commission, but it is clear from the record of the task forces of both 
agriculture and education that they recommended exactly contrary to what 
section 7 proposes. 


age necies 
Federal 
high-school cur- 


I urgently request your serious consideration of section 7 of S. 1149. Since 
vocational education started in this country, vocational agriculture 
in the United States Office of Education, and the program built up 


has been 
over this 
country bas been the result of the United States Office of Edueation, State 
boards of vocational education, and the local schools working together, and 
I am very dubious regarding this transfer to the United States Department of 
Agriculture, as to the ultimate outcome of the vocational-agriculture program. 

I would be very pleased to have your reactions to section 7 of S. 1149 and 
how you stand on that section 

Very truly yours, 


PauLtson, State Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington D. C.. September 26, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Committce on Expenditures in the 
Erecutive Departments, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN: We have received the enclosed statement by 
Mr. Donald H. McLaughlin, president of the Homestake Mining Co., 100 Bush 
Street, San Franviseo 4, Calif.. in connection with S. 1149, which he has asked 
that we file with your committee 

Sincerely yours, 
DALE E. Dory, Assistant Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF Donatp H. MCLAUGHLIN 


One of the major recommendations of the Committee on Natural Resources 
of the Hoover Commission was the combination of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment and the Forest Service in a new unit termed “Forest and Range Service” 
that would be established in a Department of Natural Resources, organized to 
take over various appropriate activities. 

The advantages of combining these two services were recognized by the entire 
Hoover committee. The majority of the committee favored the assignment of 
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the new service resulting from the combination to the Department of Agriculture, 
but a minority report was submitted that was in line with the committee’s recom- 
mendation. 

The arguments in support of the combination of principal functions of the 
Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service have been so well stated 
that it is unnecessary to repeat them here. In my judgment, they are compelling 
to anyone who is seeking greater efficiency and economy in the Federal Govern- 
ment as well as the best and most uniform service to those citizens who actually 
make use of the available resourees on such lands. 

The provisions of the bill under consideration with which I strongly disagree 
is not the combination of the two agencies but the assignment of the new unit 
(including the functions of the Bureau of Land Management) to the Department 
of Agriculture. 

In my judgment, the administration of public lands, including the forests, 
which are largely in the Western States, should be in the department primarily 
concerned with the natural resources of the region. 

Mining, grazing, forestry, water development, and other activities dependent 
on the natural resources on these public lands are so closely related that as- 
signment of the administration of any one of their functions to a different de- 
partment with other dominant interests is certain to result in more confusion, 
less efficiency and poorer service. Their natural place would be in a Department 
of Natural Resources, or, if such a new department were not established, they 
should remain or be assigned to the Department of the Interior, with such changes 
in its organization as might be necessary to bring it into line with the concept 
of a Department of Natural Resources as expressed by the committee. 

Assignment of the Bureau of Land Management to the Department of Agri- 
culture as provided by S. 1149 would result in the separation of administration 
of mineral resources in the subsurface from the administration of the surface. 
This change would place control of the surface of public lands with mineral 
possibilities in a department with interests and objectives entirely unrelated 
to exploration and development of the mineral resources. It would undoubtedly 
lead to serious conflicts. It would undoubtedly meet with the most intense 
opposition on the part of those engaged in prospecting and mining activities. 

Mineral] deposits of possible commercial importance occur under such a wide 
variety of conditions that all public lands (with certain obvious exceptions such 
as national parks) should be open to exploration and the acquisition of pat- 
ented claims or mineral leases on a uniform and equitable basis. With the 
surface resources under the administration of one department and the sub- 
surface under another, difficulties are bound to be increased. 

The full development of the mineral resources of the public lands, which is 
becoming more and more urgent as the increasing demands of modern industry 
and military expansion have to be met, would certainly be hindered if the ad- 
ministration of the surface of these lands were assigned to a department whose 
primary interests might well lead to outright antagonism to prospecting and 
mining. 

Consequently, I feel most strongly that the provision for the consignment of 
the Bureau of Land Management to the Department of Agriculture should be 
deleted from 8. 1149; and that when the organization of a new Department of 
Natural Resources or the reorganization of the Department of the Interior is 
under consideration, the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service 
should be combined in a new Forest and Range Service, as outlined by the Com 
mittee on Natural Resources and in the report of a minority of the Hoover Com 
mission, which would then be assigned to the new department or the recon- 
structed Department of the Interior. 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., October 3, 1951. 
Hon. JoHN McoCLetian, 
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures in E.recutive Departments, 
United States Senate, 


My Dear SENATOR: I wish to protest strongly against that portion of section 
7 of S$. 1149, on which your committee recently held hearings, which would 
transfer the functions of the Bureau of Land Management, except as respects 
mining and mineral resources, from the Department of the Interior to the De- 
partment of Agriculture. 
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I particularly wish to endorse the portion of the testimony of Secretary of 
the Interior Oscar L. Chapman dealing with the disruption in public land man 
ugement which would follow the division between two executive departments 
of surface management and disposal of the public lands from mineral manag 
ment and disposal from the same lands. In his presentation, the Secretary of 
the Interior stressed the great number of interdepartmental transactions, the 
duplication of records, the opportunity for error, and the annoying 
the conduct of public business which would result from such fragmentati 
public land management, 

Proponents of section 7, in testimony which followed Mr. Chapman’s presen 


tation, sought to minimize this problem, pointing out that the Bureau of Land 


Management and its predecessor, the General Land Office, in the Department 
of the Interior, have handled mineral leasing and mining Claims adjudication 
on national forest lands administered by the Forest Service, in the Department 
of Agriculture, for almost a half century, with complete satisfaction 
parties concerned. These proponents have argued that it is both pract 
proper to separate surface Intnagement from mineral management 
surface resources are biological and renewable, while the mine! 
inanimate, nonrenewable, and usually subsurface. 

I can state positively from my experience as former Under Se 
Interior that divided administration of surface and mineral 
the national forests between two departments 
arrangement It has delayed the process of i 
resulted in innumerable problems of interdepartm ! 
to mining claims in the national forests, where desirable sites freque 
occupied by individuals under mining claims of doubtful legalit 

The problem with respect to mineral leasing would be multiplied manyfold 
by a transfer to surface management of the grazing districts and other unappro- 
priated, unreserved public lands to the Department of Agriculture, 
ber of mineral leases in such areas | 
forests 

It might make sense to argue that it would be 
partmentally the management of renewable surface 


of subsurface mineral resources of the public lands, if 


did not lie on and under, respectively, the sanre land, and if use 
were not necessary to use of the subsurface out the cont 


reversies that 
between miners and oilmen, on the one land, and farmers, stockmen, loggers. 
residents, and recreationists, on the other, in connection with their use of the 
public lands, are frequent, widespread, and sometimes bitter It is, therefore, 
highly important that management of both surface and subsurface resources 
on the public lands be placed in one department, and preferably in one bureau 

I wish to emphasize, also, that the enactment of section 7 of S. 1149 would 
have other unfavorable effects on the management of public resources It 
would continue the separation between two executive departmen f 1 man 
agement of the national forests and grazing districts from the 
essentially similar lands in national parks and monuments, wil 
and Indian reservations. It would continue and accentuate the 
upstream watershed management of the public lands from downstream 
ment of water resources for irrigation, power generation, flood contro 
gation improvement, and domestic and industrial water suppl 

I sincerely hope that the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive 
partments will eliminate section 7 from S. 1149, should it report the bill f: 
ably. 

Sincerely yours, 
JouHn J. D1 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
October 5, 1951 


Senator JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Expenditures in the Executive Departments Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
My Drar SENATOR: Enclosed herewith are two letters received from the State 
of Washington concerning S. 1149 
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1 would be grateful if these letters could be made part of the official record 
of the committee on this bill. 
With best personal regards, I am 
Most cordially, 


Harry I’, Carn, 


Everett Pusitc ScHOOLs, 
DEPARTMENT OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, 
Everett, Wash., September 27, 1951. 
Senator Harry P. Carn, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Senator CAIN: I urge you to do everything within your power to prevent 
the passage of Senate bill 1149 concerning the transfer of vocational agriculture 
from the United States Office of Education to the Department of Agriculture 

My experience in vocational education prompts me to believe that the transfer 
of this vital phase of our vocational education program to another govern 
mental agency would be a serious mistake and would eventually lead to the 
transfer of the trade and industrial education program to the Department of 
Labor and the distributive education program to the Department of Commerce 
Thus the vocational education program, which has thrived and grown tremen 
dously since the pasage of the original Smith-Hughes Act of 1917, would be 
split asunder and its administration would be in the hands of agencies whicii, 
in my opinion, are not particularly qualified for the administration of a yoen 
tional education program. 

Apparently mistakes have been made within the United States Office of 
Education which have been detrimental to the operation of the agricultural 
education program. However, I firmly believe that these mistakes would be 
considered minor as compared to those which probably would be made were the 
program to fall into the hands of people unskilled and untrained in the adminis 
tration of such a vital phase of our educational program. I believe it would be 
much wiser to correct any discrepancies which exist within the United States 
Office of Education than to arbitrarily withdraw the program from that office 
and expect it to function more smoothly under another agency. With all the 
attempts which are currently being made to undermine the American system of 
public education, by subversive elements within our country, I believe that the 
entire program of education should remain united under one central agency if 
education is to survive and progress and do the job of training for democrati: 
living which it must do if our Nation is to weather the critical days ahead. 

It is my understanding that Senate bill 1149 was prompted by recommenda 
tions of the Hoover report. It is also my understanding that the Hoover Com 
mission was appointed to bring in recommendations concerning the stream 
lining of Government to the extent that we would have the utmost efficiency 
with the least possible expense. As you already know, the Federal appropria 
tions for the support of all phases of the vocational education program are 
channeled directly into the United States Office of Education and from there 
are allocated to the States, less whatever administration expenses are necessary 
on the Federal level. If Senate bill 1149 were passed, and it led to the eventual! 
absorption of the trade and industrial and distributive education programs by 
other agencies, to which I am certain it would lead, then it appears to me that 
the amount of administration expenses to be deducted from the moneys even 
tually reaching the States and the local communities would be considerably 
increased rather than decreased. If this were the result, then the intent of the 
Hoover report would not only be defeated, but it would be completely reversed 
in that the local communities would be paying for more expensive governmen 
nnd at the same time would be receiving less money from the Federal vocationa 
appropriations. 

Again I therefore strongly urge you to correct such discrepancies as you m: 
find in the United States Office of Education by clear-thinking legislation rathe 
than support a piece of legislation which would be a great detriment to th: 
organization of our educational system. 

Very truly yours, 
JouUN K. STALLCOP, 
Director of Vocational Education, Everett Public Schools. 
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WASHINGTON STATE ASSOCIATION 0} 
Sor, CONSERVATION District SUPERVISURS, 
Pe shhastin, We sh. Neptember 6. 1951. 
Re S. 1149. 
Hon. Harry P. CAIN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR SENATOR CAIN: You are a busy man. However, on behalf of the above 
Association of Soil Conservation District Supervisors, the Wenatchee-lntiat 
Soil Conservation District and for myself as a supervisor of that district, may I 
claim a little of your time? Your stated desire to assist our district whenever 
possible gives me the presumption to write you. 

Just as the average citizen is becoming familiar with the va 
their names and functions, of the United States Department 
comes the Aiken bill—Senate bill 1149 completing reorganizing 
of Agriculture. Most present agencies seem to be done away 
names and duties substituted. Thus the stave is set for new confusion 
delay insofar as soil and water conservation is concerned \lthough | 
where any huge saving in money is made by such complete Department 
zation, my business is only to request vour understanding and support in p 
ing this bill as it concerns the soil-conservation district program with So 
servation Service technical assistance in cetting genuine 
servation on the land. 

There appears to be at least five points whic 
as I have read it: 

1. The Soil Conservation Service is transferred to : rricultural Consulta 
tion Service, along with the Extension Service. Now, for 15 years there has been 
successful cooperation between the SCS and soil Conservation districts in a pro- 
gram of positive action. S. 1149 would change SCS to a mere consultation and 
discussion service. This Nation has an oversupply of eussion and consultation 
groups. What is needed is more action groups, 1} who do not expect 
Federal Government to think, act, and direct the det: 

Such is the soil-conservation district But to be 
farmer, to give him the technical tools to deve 
conservation farming, we need an independent, act © Sch 

2. In abolishing all PMA, FHA, and other State and county imittees, S. 1149 
would substitute county and State advisory agricultural councils. Paid advice 
will be dispensed through them to the Agricultural Resor Conservation 
Service, who in turn administers all PMA programs. This excludes SCS help, 
which, by completely bypassing soil-conservation districts, violates the terms 
of all memoranda of understanding between districts and » United States 
Department of Agriculture. You see, then, the destruction of voluntary soil 
conservation and making incentive payments the only future basis of Federal 
participation in soil conservation. Do you believe the taxpayers’ money should 
be used wisely, getting the most public good for the least expenditure of said 
taxpayers’ money? Certainly you do. Can you tell me of a more rapid, a 
more effective, a more democratic, a more American way of getting genuine 
soil and water conservation on the land than through voluntary, local self-help 
as offered through districts? Farmers in a district with nonsalaried super- 
visors and no powers of taxation band together to properly eare for their soil 
They do not ask for huge sums of mone) They only ask for adequate and 


positive technical field assistance such as can be provided by the SCS. Why 


spend money for haphazard soil conservation? Why teach farmer-citizens to 
expect governmental hand-outs to protect that which they should care for them 
selves? Does the Senate believe farmers generally are too dumb to realize the 
value of conservation farming without being paid for it? IT am not ready to 
believe that, although another suspicion does persist in my mind. 


2 


8. Secretary Brannan’s memorandum 1278, in which districts are invited to 
take part in the county program planning and development, is bypassed before 
it has had a chance to prove that it can work. It places districts in the position 
of having to beg the county and State advisory agricultural councils for technica] 
assistance. Thus S. 1149 further weakens voluntary conservation, saying, i! 
effect, we do not want local people to have local self-government any more—not 
in farming at least. We do want farmers to learn to expect us to pay them for 
whatever conservation they may do. I do not believe you mean that, Senator 
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4. To follow the line of thought just preceding, S. 1149 does not recognize the 
soil-conservation district. The district is lumped in with local governments 
Some local governmental bodies are not concerned with soil conservation, while 
others are only partially so, having other duties demanding their attention. 
The Aiken bill merely states the United States Department of Agriculture 
should “fully cooperate” with these local governments. This puts soil and water 
conservation squarely in the hands of big government, when it should be helping 
districts with their locally managed programs. This would contribute toward 
little government as a servant of the people (as originally intended), operating 
at a minimum cost to the taxpayer. We need fewer executives, directors, secre 
taries, and committees on State and National levels and more workers 
technicians at the local levels on Uncle’s payroll. 

5. Through cooperation of the United States Department of Agriculture and 
districts, in addition to the cooperation possible through memo 1278, we have had 
a coordinated national soil and water-conservation program. Many of us feel 
that transferring the SCS to the Agricultural Consultation Service is a clear 
attempt to renew the provisions of the Reed-Cooley-Hill bill. You can readily 
see at least 48 different and uncoordinated conservation programs. It can even 
reach as many as 3,000 separate programs—one in each county. Just think 
S. 1149 opens the possibility of 3,000 programs, each different instead of the one 
positive, active, effective program we now have. Talk about the Tower of Babel. 

Therefore because we know you are interested in the soil-conservation district 
idea as it now exists, we urgently request your serious consideration of the im- 
plications to impede genuine soil and water conservation in S. 1149. Personally 
I don’t care so much what names you give the Federal agencies. If Congress 
believes they can convince the public how busy they are by changing the names 
of Federal agencies ever so often, it’s all right with me. But let’s knock out 
the effectiveness of a real grass-root movement, the most economical Way of 
getting positive soil and water conservation on the land. That way is through 
the locally governed soil-conservation district, teamed up with the technical 
assistance of the Soil Conservation Service. 

Yours very truly, 


and 


RALPH SprINGER, Second Vice President. 
eR eee 


ARIZONA GAME AND FISH COMMISSION, 
Phoenix, Ariz., October 8, 1951, 
Hon. J. L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Exrpenditures in Executive Departments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: I understand that recent hearings have been held on S. 1149, which 
provides for the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture in keeping with 
the recommendations of the Hoover Commission by providing for the transfer 
of the Bureau of Land Management activities to the Department of Agriculture, 
except for minerals and mining. 

I understand that at one of the hearings the Bureau of the Budget proposed 
an alternate method of reorganization by suggesting a more liberal land exchange 
between the Departments of Interior and Agriculture, but keeping the present 
ndministrative organizations. 

Speaking for the Arizona Game and Fish Department, which has since state- 
hood been vitally interested in the conservation of our basic natural resources, 
we feel that such a proposal is unsatisfactory and not in the public interest. 
In Arizona 74 percent of the entire land area is owned and controlled by the 
Federal Government. By far the greatest portion of this Federal land area is 
within the national forests and produces the greatest amount of the water which 
is vital to the economy of the State. The national forests are managed and 
operated on a tmultiple-use policy which provides for the greatest good for the 
vrentest number of people. The Taylor grazing districts of the Bureau of Land 
Management are managed largely for grazing purposes, and the policy considera- 
tion for the other uses of land is subjugated to that of grazing. 

I understand that the reorganization plan proposed by the Bureau of the 
Budget would allow that Bureau to decide which lands would stay in the national 
forests and which would go to the Bureau of Land Management. I have always 
been of the opinion that the Bureau of the Budget should be concerned with 
{gures and not with the control over administration of public lands. 
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In closing I would like to state that I feel that the Department of Agriculture 
acting through the United States Forest Service has done an excellent job in 
protecting the basic natural resources of the West; their multiple-use policy has 
provided the basis for consideration of all of the users of national forest land 
It is recognized that there should be one agency in the Federal Governinent 
one policy by that agency for the administration of Federal lands for all 
Since the Forest Service has done the best job in the conservation of our basic 
natural resources in the West I would respectfully suggest that they be given 
the opportunity to produce worth-while results on the Federal lands under 
question. 

Yours very truly, 


and 


1Sses 


THOMAS ] KIMBALI 
Director, Arizona Game and Fish Commis 


THE ARIZONA REPUBLIC, 
Phoenia, Ariz., October 10, 1951] 
Mr. Joun L. McCLeLLAnN, 
Chairman, Senate Commitee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart 
ments, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Str: I am amazed at the Budget Bureau recommendation that S. 1149 
be amended to give it the say-so on what lands are to be transferred between 
the Department of Agriculture and Bureau of Land Management, and the reten 
tion of these two agencies. 

I testified along with other Arizonians before a task force on this subject some 
time ago and know of no testimony to that effect. 

Unless the Bureau of Land Management lands are turned over to the Forest 
Service, and that agency given more authority to regulate grazing, the Nation 
will make one of the greatest land-management mistakes in its history, and it has 
made many. 

The simple fact is that under the present set-up BLM lands are being shame 
fully exploited with the grazing lessees making their own rules. There is no 
relationship of landlord and tenant between them and the Bureau of Land Man 
agreement, which is the landlord agent for the people who own the lands. 

I have lived in Arizona for 42 years: that’s my age. My folks have been 
the cattle business in this State since the 1870's on public lands. They 
in the business. 

So, although I am conservation editor for the Arizona Republic, I do not speak 
as one opposed to the cattle business. But I know the weakness of the men who 
are in it; their lack of knowledge and understanding of the need for consery 
and building up the range resources. As long as they can get by, most o 
never give a second thought to the future. 

Proper use of these public lands are the only hope we have for a future here 
in Arizona, so I plead with your committee to reject this amendment, adopt 
S. 1149 as it was introduced, then strengthen the hand of the Forest Service 
so it can get the job done that Teddy Roosevelt intended in 1906. 

Here in Arizona our most important watersheds are not timbered. They are 
open grasslands, at ull altitudes, and some in chaparral and woodlaind types 
They have been overused so many years, however, that brush and juniper are 
posing a threat to the grasslands, which yield the most water. 

Actual records have been kept on the Salt River watershed since 1900. And 
water yield (average) has declined from more than 1,600,000 acre-feet a year 50 
years ago to less than 1,000,000 acre-feet now, despite little change in rainfall 
records. 

I have met Mr. Benton of your committee here in Phoenix, and I hope you 
men will realize the obligation you have to the future generations of this country 
and take the action that is so badly needed. 

Sincerely, 


in 


are still 


ng 
them 


BEN AVERY 
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STATEMENT OF ALLAN B. KLINE, PRESIDENT OF THE AMERICAN FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION 


The American Farm Bureau Federation, a voluntary, general farm organiza- 
tion representing approximately 1,449,000 dues-paying, farm families in 46 States 
and Puerto Rico, appreciates the opportunity to comment on the bill, S. 1149, to 
reorganize the United States Department of Agriculture. 

The question of how the Department of Agriculture should be organized is not 
anew one. It is an outgrowth of the great expansion in agricultural programs 
which occurred in response to the emergency conditions of the 1950's. It involves 
far more than a reshuflling of bureaus and offices to clarify responsibility, elimi 
nate duplication of effort, and increase efficiency. Although an effective reor- 
ganization of the Department undoubtedly would pave the way for important 
savings, the real question at issue is a matter of Government relationships with 
farm people. 

To understand this question, it is necessary to briefly review the history of the 
Department’s development. Although it did not achieve departmental status 
until some years later, the Department of Agriculture actually was founded in 
i8G2. In the same year, Congress passed the Morrill Act, which granted public 
lands to the several States as an aid to the establishment of State agricultural 
schools now known as land-grant colleges. At intervals of about 25 years there- 
after, Congress passed legislation authorizing the establishment of State agricul- 
tural experiment stations and extension services to function as cooperative 
projects of the United States Department of Agriculture and the land-grant 
colleges. Therefore, for many years, the development of the land-grant colleges 
paralleled the development of the Department of Agriculture, and college facili- 
ties were used to conduct research within, the various States and to carry informa 
tion from the Department of Agriculture to individual farmers. The land-grant- 
college system of resident teaching, research, and extension thus created has a 
unique record of service to American agriculture. It has come to be the envy of 
every other agricultural nation. Other nations have agricultural colleges and 
experiment stations, but this Nation does the most notable job of getting scientific, 
agricultural information out to the man onthe land. Land-grant colleges do this, 
and do it well. The scientific progress which has made it possible for a con- 
stantly diminishing portion of our population to feed the rest, is due in no small 
part to the research, teaching, and extension work of our land-grant colleges. 

The success of the land-grant-college system has resulted in no small part from 
the fact that under this system, agricultural research and extension are carried 
out on a decentralized basis under cooperative agreements between the respective 
colleges and the United States Department of Agriculture. The Federal Gov- 
ernment participates in these programs and contributes to their support through 
grants-in-aid; but the Federal Government does not control them. On the con- 
trary, control is vested in the respective States. As a result, the land-grant col- 
leges are far more responsive to local needs and local conditions than a Federal 
agency controlled from Washington ever could be. 

We do not mean to imply that all agricultural programs should be handled by 
the land-grant colleges. Asa matter of fact, we do not think it would be appro- 
priate for an educational institution to take on administrative and regulatory 
functions such as writing checks, measuring acreage, and making loans. We 
merely Wish to point to the relationship that exists between the land-grant col- 
leges and the United States Department of Agriculture as an outstanding example 
of a pattern of Federal-State cooperation which permits the Federal Government 
to participate in a program without completely dominating it. 

Beginning with the emergency conditions of the early 1930’s, however, there 
developed a tendency for the Federal Government to ignore the successful pat- 
tern of Federal-State cooperation, which had been followed in the establishment 
of the Extension Service and agricultural experiment stations, and to establish 
a new “straight-line Federal agency” whenever a new agricultural program was 
initiated. A “straight-line Federal agency” is one which operates under the 
centralized control of an administrator in Washingten. Through control of 
funds and personnel, the administrator of a straight-line agency can control every 
phase of a program and make it conform to a bureaucratic mold. Experience 
indicates that this has been true even where county committees are established. 

The creation of numerous straight-line agencies has resulted in a duplication 
of effort, and in some cases, a rivalry between agencies, which has confused 
farmers, increased program costs, and slowed progress. 


LO 
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Our experience is that sooner or later, straight-line agencies get into partisan 
politics. This can be expected of such agencies regardless of the party in power. 
It is not conducive to the most effective operation of agricultural programs. 
Straight-line agencies also have a very definite tendency to get into the polities 
of policy determination. Instead of concentrating upon service to farmers, they 
start trying to influence public opinion on matters of national policy. A recent 
exumple is the so-called family farm policy review. In this operation, the _ 
partment of Agriculture has been holding meetings throughout the United Stat 
in an obvious effort to obtain public support for a long list of proposals to e xpi nd 
departmental activities. ln numerous cuses, over the years. Department officials 
and employees in the field have engaged in politics—both partisan polities and the 
politics of poliey formulation. : ‘hey have engaged in lobbying activities for and 
against legislation under consideration by the ¢ 
program agencies is a threat to democracy itself. The proper place for an ex- 
ecutive agency of Government to present arguments for or against legislation is 
at public hearings before the committees of Congress and not in county meetings 
or “down on the farm.” 

Farmers who become associated with the administration of one of the straight- 
line agency programs, frequently become intensely partisan toward it. They see 
the good the agency is doing and become imbued with the spirit of its program to 
the exclusion of others. Farmer-members of county Committees, advisory and 
otherwise, of Government agencies frequently forget that their purpose is to 
bring a practical farmer-approach to the administration of a program. Instead, 
they become local representatives of the straight-line agency and the Secretary 
of Agriculture. It is accurate to say that the full-time personne! of straight-line 
agencies sometimes encourage this. For example, a great many sincere people 
have been misled into believing that wise land use and sound soil management 
are primarily dependent on the activities of the United States Soil Conservation 
Service, which is a_ straight-line Federal agency. This, of course, is a 
misconception. 

At the American Farm Bureau Federation annual meeting in December 1950 the 
voting delegates adoptcd the following resolution : 

“We urge that the local soil conservation districts, established under State 
laws, be strengthened by cooperative agreement with the land-grant colleges 


gress. Such misuse of farm 


to provide the educational, informational, and technical assistance needed by 
these districts.” 

A large part of the Department of Agriculture’s work with farmers is edu- 
cational. For example: To conduct a conservation program successfully, the 
farmer needs the advice of the engineer, the agronomist, the animal husbandry 
expert, the fertilizer technician, the soils expert, the specialists in crop and live- 
stock diseases, and the farm management specialist. The techniques recoin- 
mended by these experts can be effectively spread only through education. After 
all, it is the farmer who farms. If technical knowledge is to be applied to the 
farm, it must be applied by the farmer. 

Our experience with centralized, straight-line agencies leads to the conclu- 
sion that educational work with farmers, or any other group, should be deceéu 
tralized. Decentralization of education is a well-established, American principle. 
It is necessary to adjust it to local conditions. It is also needed to develop the 
initiative of local people. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation has long been concerned with the 
problem of decentralizing and coordinating the administration of agricultural 
progr ams. As far back as 1936 we adopted a resolution which, in part, urged: 

“more complete coordination and cooperation of all agencies of the Federal 
Government serving American agriculture to remove duplication and avoid con- 
fusion and conflicts in the administration of agricultural policies and programs.” 

In 1940 the federation adopted a resolution which called for an extevsive re- 
organization of the Department to eliminate duplication and overlapping of 
effort, and to coordinate program administration on a decentralized basis. We 
have been continuously concerned with these problems since that time aud have 
refined and modified our position from time to time; however, a considerable 
amount of experience has been accumulated since the last time we made an 
extensive study of the problem. Because of this, and because it is only a short 
time until our 1951 annual meeting, at which all of our policies will be up for 
review by voting delegates elected by our member State organizations, we are 
ot in a position at this time to make detailed or final recommendations on 
. 1 provisions of the pending legislation. We want to make it clear, however, 
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(1) that we believe a thoroughgoing reorganization of the Department of Agri 
culture is needed; (2) that we are continuing to study the many complexities of 
the problem; and (3) that we hope to be able to continue to work with this com 
mittee on the development of legislation which will bring about a worth-while and 
effective reorganization of the Department. In the meantime, we wish to give 
you as many definite recommendations as is possible within the framewerk of 
existing Farm Bureau policy, and to indicate some of the questions that concern 
us with regard to those phases of the problem where we are not presently in 
a position to make definite recommendations, 

The committee’s print of S. 1149, which is based in a large measure on the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission, represents a serious-‘and construe- 
tive effort to solve the problem of coordinating and decentralizing the administra- 
tion of agricultural programs. This bill is a definite step forward. At the same 
time, it contains a number of provisions which appear to require further study 
and revision. 

From the standpoint of the Department’s relationships with farm people, the 
heart of the bill is section 10. This section raises some difficult and controversial 
questions with reference to the set-up of the committee system and its function. 
These questions are among those we desire to submit to the voting delegates at 
our 1951 annual meeting before making detailed recommendations. 

Section 10 proposes, with certain exceptions, to replace all existing local, 
county, and State farm program committees with new county and State agri 
cultural advisory councils. It moves in the direction of decentralizing program 
administration by providing for the election of State as well as county council 
members. At the same time, it moves in the opposite direction by restricting 
State and county councils to a purely advisory function. We are fearful that in 
the long run, the net effect of these changes would fall far short of adequately 
decentralizing program administration. 

The success of our agricultural research and extension programs, which have 
heen carried out on a decentralized basis as cooperative projects of the Depart 
ment of Agriculture and the land-grant colleges, leads us to recommend that 
agricultural programs be placed on a grant-in-aid basis to the maximum extent 
possible. Soil-conservation programs, including both the educational and techni- 
cal services supplied by the SCS and the agricultural conservation payments 
program administered by PMA, are admirably suited to administration on a 
grant-in-aid basis by the several States. 

It will be recalled that the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act of 
1936 provides that administration of the ACP program shall be on a grant-in 
aid basis when a sufficient number of States have enacted enabling legislation 
and submitted required plans of action to the Secretary of Agriculture. This 
proposed transfer of the program to the States has been repeatedly postponed 
by extensions of the Secretary’s authority to administer the program pending ac 
tion by the States. Approximately one-half of the States have passed such 
enabling legislation. We are coniident that the others would quickly do so if 
Congress were to shift the program to a grant-in-aid basis. 

Further study is needed to develop a satisfactory pattern of administration 
for agricultural programs such as acreage allotment and marketing quota pro- 
grams, Where the need for uniform procedures in all States probably precludes 
# shift to a strictly grant-in-aid basis. We hope to be able to present detailed 
recommendations on this subject after our forthcoming annual meeting. 

Section 5 of the committee print provides, with certain exceptions, for the 
transfer to the Secretary of Agriculture of “all functions of all other officers of 
the Department of Agriculture and all functions of all agencies and employees of 
such Department.” 

One of the exceptions listed relates to the functions of the Advisory Board of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation. The advisory committees established under 
the Research and Marketing Act of 1946 have functions similar to those of the 
Ccc’s Advisory Board. Consequently, the functions of these committees also 
should be exempted from the operation of section 5. 

Section 6 of the committee print authorizes and directs the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to reorganize the Department so that all of its operational functions in 
Washington will be grouped into eight major administrative services in accord- 
ance with the recommendations of the Hoover Commission. One of the proposed 
administrative services is an agricultural credit service. This section should be 
amended to make it clear that our cooperative farm credit system is to continue 
to operate separately from the various programs under which the Government 
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makes direct loans to farmers. The American Farm Bureau Federation is com 
mitted by resolution to support the establishment of a part-time, bipartisan 
policy-making board to supervise the cooperative farm credit system at the 
national level; however, this is a matter that could be made the subject of a 
separate bill. 

Section 2 of the bill also appears to need revision. As it now stands, this 
section would give the Secretary of Agriculture broad authority to further 
reorganize the Department from time to time after the enactment of the pending 
legislation. Conceivably the Secretary could use this authority to undo some of 
the things this legislation is intended to accomplish. 

We believe that Congress should outline the manner in which the Department 
is to be reorganized in fairly definite terms, and that the authority of the Secré 
tary to make further changes, without additional legislation, should be restricted 
to such changes as can be made within the framework outlined by the Congress. 
Any basic changes which the Secretary may desire to make in this framework 
should be submitted to the Congress as proposals for new legislation 

Section 7 of the bill proposes to transier the agricultural functions under tu 
sureau of Land Management to the Secretary of Agriculture. This section also 
proposes to transfer the functions of the Federal Security Agency and the Offic 
of Education with respect to vocational agricultural education to the Seer 
of Agriculture, 

In 1947, after an extensive study of public land problems, the American 
sureau Federation adopted a resolution which reads, in part, as follows 

“To achieve better coordination in administration of governmentally owned 
land, we believe that all the agricultural phases of public land managememt 
should be administered through the Department of Agriculture, provided lezal 
authority for effective producer advisory committees be established.” 

This resolution, which is still in effect, makes our support for the transfe 
the agricultural functions of the Bureau of Land Management to the Secret 
of Agriculture contingent upon the enactment of legal authority for etfectiy 
producer advisory committees. As a practical matter, this means that we cannot 
support the proposed transfer unless it is preceded or accompanied by t { 
ment of a statutory grazing code clearly setting forth the rules that 
applied in the administration of grazing lands. The Taylor Grazing Act 
vides such a code for the grazing lands administered by the Bureau of L: 
Management, but no similar statute governs the administration of grazing yu 
leges of lands controlled by the Department of Agriculture. The farmers of 
the West have many complaints against the Department of the Interior; but on 
the whole, the Bureau of Land Management's administration of the grazing lands 
under its control has been much more satisfactory to the local people than hus 
the administration of the public lands by the Forest Service This is in part, 
but not entirely, due to the fact that the Bureau of Land Management's opera 
tions are subject to the Taylor Grazing Act. The stockmen are fearful that 
transfer of the Taylor grazing lands to the Department of Agriculture would 
result in detrimental changes in the administration of these lands unless the 
grazing activities of the Department are made subject to a statutory Federal 
grazing code. A proposed uniform Federal grazing code designed to replace 
the Taylor Grazing Act and to apply to all Federal grazing lands has been 
developed, and probably will be introduced in Congress in the near future, 

The American Farm Bureau Federation is committed by resolution to support 
the removal of all Federal activities dealing with education from the Federal 
Security Agency. We do not have a position on the specific proposal that voca 
tional education be transferred to the Department of Agriculture. This pro- 
posal was not recommended in the Hoover Commission, and our members thus 
far have had little opportunity to discuss it. We will not be able to make a defi 
nite recommendation on it until after our forthcoming annual meeting. We 
would like to note, however, that the answer to the question of where respon 
sibility for vocational education should rest may well depend upon whether the 
program is to be confined to high schools or is to be expanded into an adult 
educational system. 

Section S of the committee print proposes to amend section 32 of the act of 
August 24, 1935, as amended. Section 52 now makes a permanent appropria 
tions equal to 30 percent of the total gross receipts collected annually under the 
customs laws for use in programs to encourage the exportation and domestic 
consumption of agricultural commodities and products. The proposed amend- 
ment would repeal this permanent appropriation and would substitute an in 
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deiinite authorization for annual appropriations. Although this proposal is based 
on a recommendation of the Hoover Commission, we believe that its adoption 
would be unwise. The permanent appropriation now provided for by section 32 
is the principal source of funds for price-support assistance to the producers of 
perishable, nonbasic, agricultural commodities including fruit, vegetables, and 
tree nuts. 

These funds are used in many different ways, depending upon the nature of 
the commodity and its surplus problem. For example, section 52 funds can be 
used (1) to ease seasonal gluts through purchases within the ability of the 
Department of Agriculture to dispose of the supplies thus acquired through 
school lunch and other outlets, (2) to encourage the export of commodities whose 
historic export markets have been disrupted by world events, (8) to encourage 
new domestic uses, and (4) to divert surpluses into secondary or byproduct 
uses. In many cases, section 52 funds are used in conjunction with marketing 
agreements which have been developed by the producers in an effort to con 
tribute to the solution of their own problems. All such programs are discre 
tionary with the Secretary of Agriculture, and he is prohibited from using more 
than 25 percent of the funds available in any year for any one agricultural 
commodity. 

We are convinced that the present provisions of section 32 are sound and that 
it would be a serious mistake for Congress to place section 32 programs on 
an annual appropriation basis. Surplus problems cannot be predicted in ad- 
vance ; therefore, the financing of surplus disposal operations does not lend itself 
to the ordinary procedure of Government budget making. In the case of perish- 
able crops, surpluses impose heavy penalties on the producers and can result in 
great economic losses to the entire country if the Department of Agriculture is 
not in a position to take action immediately. For example, a few years ago Cali- 
fornia had an unusually large apricot crop. No surplus removal programs were 
available, prices fell to a ruinous level, frequently below the cost of harvesting 
and preparation for market, and as a result large quantities of good fruit went 
to waste at a complete loss to both producers and consumers. The Department 
of Agriculture can take effective action in such cases only if it has available a 
substantial fund of the type contemplated by the present provisions of section 
32; therefore, we recommend that section 8 be stricken from the bill. 

In conclusion, we again want to assure vou that we believe legislation to reor- 
ganize the Department of Agriculture is needed; that subsequent to December 
15, 1951, we expect to be able to present additional recommendations based on 
the latest thinking of the Farm Bureau membership as evolved through the 
county and State farm bureaus and agreed to at our forthcoming annual meet- 
ing; and that we desire to continue to work with the committee on the solution 
of the many complex problems that are involved in this important effort. 


STATEMENT BY HucuH H, Bennett, Curer, Sou, CONSERVATION SERVICE, REGARDING 
COMMITTEE PRINT oF S. 1149 ON REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE. 


In any plan for reorganizing the Department of Agriculture, it is of the ut- 
most importance, I feel, that the most careful consideration be given to pro 
viding sound technical assistance to farmers and ranchers in planning the best 
and safest use and treatment of every acre of land on every farm and every 
ranch. Only thus will we, as a nation, be able to maintain the productivity of 
the land while producing the crops required for our national needs. Although 
only about one-fifth of our population is directly engaged in farming and ranch- 
ing, our agriculture nevertheless is our biggest business. 

Moreover, our food comes largely from the soil, most of our clothing, all of 
our forest products, and a great and increasing number of the raw materials 
of industry, such as tobacco, pulp for paper, linseed oil for paint, leather for 
shoes, cellulose for manufacturing a variety of synthetic products, and molds 
for the development of some of our “wonder” drugs. 

In conection with the provisions of S. 1149, and at your invitation, I would like 
first to present a few points for your consideration and then discuss some of them 
briefly. These points are: 

1. The Government has a responsibility in the permanent maintenance of our 
farmland. The landowner has a controlling interest in his land only so long 
as he lives. The Government, on the other hand, has, or should have, a never- 
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ending interest in the continuing productivity of the land. Certainly it has, 
as the Congress recognized in 1935, an inescapable responsibility in providing 
for its protection. 

2. Any consideration of reorganization of the Department of Agriculture should 
begin with a full understanding of what is being done now in the way of soil 
and water conservation. This is one of the principal points I have to present 
to the committee. 

3. Farmers and ranchers, through their own units of local government—soil 
conservation districts, organized for soil and water conservation purposes 
should carry their full share of responsibility, pay the necessary local adminis- 
trative costs, and participate in and give general guidance to the program. And 
that is what is being done in most of the 2,300 districts 

4. The job of safeguarding the land is so big and technical that there should 
be one land agency at the Federal level to discharge the Government's responsi- 
bilities to the land and to those who use it for themselves and the general wel- 
fare. This another of the principal points I wish to present 

5. Such an agency must be an action agency, working with farmers out in their 
pastures and fields—on every acre of every farm—helping the farmer make a 
scientific blueprint for the conservation and proper use of all of his land, and 
then helping him apply to his land the measures proposed in the plan, item by 
item. Conservation of this kind provides protection for the entire farm, acre 
by acre. The right thing left undone or the wrong thing done on any part of 
a farm can jeopardize the whole farm (such, for example, as neglect of a gully 
entering the farm from adjacent higher land or failure to prepare a safe outlet 
for a terrace installed on the upper part of a field). 

6. Such an agency should make full use of the research and educational methods 
of other departmental agencies, but it must have freedom of action in these and 
other fields in order to carry out effective conservation operations with farmers 
and ranchers. 


AMERICA’S SECURITY DEPENDS ON ITS NATURAL RESOURCES 


If we are to continue a great and powerful Nation as we are at present, it 
is essential that we take increasingly better care of our most basic resource- 
our productive land. Actually, we are taking better care of it now than we 
did two decades ago—much better care than seems to be realized. But we are 
still not going ahead with the tremendous job fast enough. We are still losing for 
further immediate, practical cultivation around 500,000 acres of agricultural 
land every year, mostly cultivated land, as the result of erosion that we have 
learned how to control—erosion that is no longer necessary and should not be 
allowed to waste another acre. We are going to need these acres. 

Our population is increasing as never before; medical science is on the 
ascendaney and people may live longer. Aside from these matters, conserva- 
tion and sound use of our basic resources—our soil, our water, and all that 
these resources produce—constitute, as I see it, an inseparable and indispensable 
part of our first line of national defense. Hungry soldiers are not likely to be 
good soldiers, regardless of training and military equipment. 

So, for these and still other reasons, we should, to the best of our ability, 
take the best possible care of our farm land from now on. We should put 
nothing ahead of this task, for we cannot possibly go forward as the world’s 
leading Nation with a limited, decreasing supply of good land while at the 
same time our population is rapidly increasing. Such procedure is mathemati- 
ally unsound. To attempt it will surely lead us into grave difficulties—difficul- 
ties that will cost us more and more the longer we postpone vital action on a 
national policy for defense of the land. 


NEED FOR CONSERVATION IS URGENT 


It is not necessary to delay. We know what the erosion-control job amounts 
to, where the eroding areas are, and what measures it will take to stop the 
wastage. We have surveyed and mapped the land; we have ascertained its 
needs. Through research and experience we have learned how to carry out 
the conservation job under varying types of agriculture and varied land and 
climatie conditions. We are now, in fact, busily engaged in carrying out the 
job—and more effectively and rapidly than anyone thought possible 10 or 15 
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years ago. At the rate the Soil Conservation Service is now going ahead with 
its work through soil-conservation districts, the job will be finished—up to the 
stage of maintenance and improvement—in the course of about 35 years. With 
more technicians, it could be completed in 20 years, and that would save a 
great deal more than it would cost. 

We have in continental United States some 110 million acres of cropland that 
should be protected from erosion within the next 10 years, approximately, to 
save it from permanent damage. Another area of about equal extent should 
be safeguarded within 20 years, or it will be too late to save it. This Nation 
cannot afford such loss or permanent damage of this much land. Actually, we 
cannot afford to lose any more land. 

In addition, there is a considerable amount of range land which needs revege 
tation, water conservation, and a conservation grazing type of Management to 
improve or maintain forage production. 

An important part of the soil-conservation job is an adjustment in land use 
to bring its use within the limits of what it can produce without critical damage 
This means a considerable shift of scattered areas of cropland to pasture, range, 
or woodland, and, in some instances, the conversion of high quality land from 
pasture or woodland to cultivated crops. 


COMPLETELY COORDINATED PROGRAM REQUIRES MANY SKILLS 


It should not be overlooked that in almost any kind of organization having 
to do with agriculture, excessively restrictive requirements can easily be imposed. 
Sharp lines cannot always be drawn between the skills and professions of man. 
For example, suppose the principles of medical science were divided along sharp 
lines such as internal medicine, neurology, and surgery, and suppose no prac- 
titioner could use any information except his speciality. In such a case, patients 
would surely suffer. 

If the methods of agronomy, soil science, forestry, engineering, hydrology, 
biology, and various other skills and sciences were denied the soil conservationist, 
there could be no such thing as effective, practical soil conservation. 

In many parts of the country you find farms which include level bottomland, 
sloping and rolling land, and steep rocky land. To develop and apply a farm 
conservation plan, the farmer and the technician first must know what use they 
can make of the land without damaging it to the extent of its having no further 
immediate value for practical cultivation. The technique of handling land 
“within its capabilities” is one which the Soil Conservation Service has de- 
veloped to the point where it can be used practically and effectively. 

We will find that some of the rocky or steep land is best suited to trees and 
that farm woodland is the most profitable crop. Then the farmer wants to 
know how to improve his existing woodland, if he has any. Or, in the case 
of bare land, he asks what trees to plant, when and how to plant them, how 
to protect them, and how to manage woodland so it will yield usable or market- 
able wood products. This requires the conservationist to know considerable 
about forestry. Some of the rocky land may be best suited to pasture or hay; 
some of it may be too erodible to plow. This brings up agronomic questions 
of the seeding mixtures best adapted to the area, whether lime and fertilizer 
are needed and what kind and how much, methods of seedbed preparation, 
seeding, and related problems. 

The cropland, which ranges from level to rolling, needs a rotation which will 
keep it productive without erosion and loss of productivity. The sloping land 
may require a 3- or 4-year rotation with 2 years of grass and legumes, while 
the level land may be suitable for a 4- or 5-year rotation. Deciding on the 
right rotation, the fertilizer needed, and the use of protection cover crops or soil- 
improving crops to maintain humus and fertility are agronomy problems. 

On some of the sloping land we may need terraces or a combination of ter- 
races and contour strip cropping. That is an engineering problem. Quite likely 
we have a waterway from the higher or steeper land which discharges water 
on the lower land and might become a gully—or the land is already gullied. 
We may need to plant trees or grass in the waterway; we may need some small 
dams and possibly a diversion terrace around the head of the gully to control 
the water while the trees or grass are taking hold. So, the conservation tech- 
nician miust be an engineer as well as an agronomist, forester, and soil scientist 
or land specialist. 
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If the waterway is a large one it may contribute considerably to flood prob 
lems because of the amount of water it quickly dumps into a stream if 
farmers and landowners are working together to deal with that problem, the 
conservationist must be able to figure how much water goes down the water 
way, how large a structure will be required to slow up or temporarily hold back 
the water, how slow to discharge it, and related problems. To do these things 
he must have technical knowledge of hydrology, sediment lo: inder varying 
conditions, and other water management or engineering skills 

If the farmer needs a farm pond, the technician must know how to compute 
the runcff from a given watershed in order to locate the pond where it will 
receive enough water to fill it. And he must know enough about soils and 
geology to locate it where it will not run dry. 

On level land we are quite likely to find soil which has been farmed without 
grass or legumes in the rotation for so many years that the soil structure has 
broken down. ‘This causes soil Compactness—a condition unfavorable to easy 
water absorption and ready drainage. Situations like this cause some of our 
toughest problems. Sometimes it can be solved by good agronomic practices, 
good rotations, and plowing under grass and legumes. Some of this lands needs 
fertilization. In other cases, some drainage system is needed, which calls for 
engineering skills. 

Then the farmer may want to know how to manage an odd corner—not good 
for crops, grass, or trees—so that wildlife will live and reproduce there. Or 
he may want to stock his farm pond with fish. So, the conservationist must 
know something about biology. 

Over and above all this, the conservation plan must be designed to make a 
good living for the farmer. Feed production must be balanced against the 
numbers of livestock so there will be enough corn, grain, and hay and sufficient 
pasturage. Here the conservationist must understand practical farm eco- 
nomics. 

All of these conservation practices and measures tie together in mutual sup- 
port of one another. What is done in one tield affects what is done in the next; 
what is done on one farm may affect What is to be done on the next. A technician 
trained or experienced in only one field cannot cope with all these problems 
For these reasons a new science has been developed—the science of soil and 
water conservation, which includes elements of many other sciences. There is 
no substitute for this, if the conservation job is to be done in a lasting manner 


WHAT TWO FARMERS DID 


The following two tables show what two farmers did with their lands to make 
the readjustments in land use and provide the protection shown to be needed 
by a survey and analysis of all their lands. The surveys showed the kinds of 
land, and their capabilities and needs. The tables do not show the several con- 
servation practices and measures used to meet the individual farm conditions 
Changes in land use, Ben H. Strasser farm of 240 acres, Washington 

soil conservation district, Salem, Ind 


County 


Cropland ! 

Pasture and meadow 
Woodland 

Wildlife 

Idle 

Home site and roads 


Total 


1 646 acres of former cropland planted to trees 
26.5 acres of eroded land to woodland, and 89 
’ Improved pasture and meadow 

4 Improved woodland 

§ To improved pasture 





526 REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Changes in land use on an actual farm of 400 acres, Anderson County, 8S. C. 


Before farm | After farm 
conservation | conservation 
plan plan 


Acres Acres 

Cropland 158 | 1128 
Perennial legumes . 0 | 230 
Idle land, formerly cropped 3 ; 414 0 
Pasture » 526 
Woodland ¢ 7 204 | § 212 
Home site and roads 4 4 


Total... 400 400 
' Regular crops. 

? Perennial legumes, rotational hay, and pasture (to maintain organic matter). 

3 Former cropland, not suitable for further cultivation because of eroded condition. 

4 Toimproved woodland. 

5 Improved pasture. 

* 6 acres cleared for pasture 

76 acres to improved pasture 

§ improved woodland. 


The Department of Agriculture has been moving in the direction of a better 
coordinated program, as illustrated by the objectives of the Secretary’s Mem- 
orandum 1278. This memorandum was a step in the right direction. As Secre- 
tary Brannan pointed out in his testimony, we are making considerable progress 
under it and expect to make more in the coming months. With office staffs of 
SCS, PMA, and some of the other agencies housed together, we should be able 
to do a better job of planning the conservation work of the Department in the 
States and counties. These joint efforts are very likely to interest more farmers 
in sound and complete soil and water conservation work for their holdings. 

Memorandum 1278 also brings the responsibility for technical standards and 
quality of work under the supervision of the Soil Conservation Service, and 
directs the Service to give technical help on permanent practices to ACP par- 
ticipants. An important part of Memorandum 1278 is the establishment of the 
“basic soil conservation objective” of all Department agencies as follows: “The 
basic physical objective of soil conservation activities by Department agencies 
shall be the use of each acre of agricultural land within its capabilities and the 
treatment of each acre of agricultural land in accordance. with its needs for 
protection and improvement.” 

This is the principle, of course, on which the Soil Conservation Service has 
worked since the day of its birth. 


SOIL CONSERVATION INCREASES YIELDS 


From the standpoint of the farmer—and the Nation, too—soil and water con- 
servation is important because it increases yields, lowers costs, increases in- 
come, saves farm power, reduces labor in many instances and is an easier and 
more satisfying way to operate either a farm or ranch. 

Soil and water conservation is especially important now because farmers and 
ranchers are being called on to produce more agricultural products than they 
have ever produced before. Production goals may have to be increased as the 
years go on. Just now we need increased production of food and raw materials 
for defense purposes. How long “this will continue, no one knows, And, as 
already noted, we have a steadily increasing population—20-million increase 
during the last 10 years—more than 2% million last year. 

Soil and water conservation measures properly applied to the land have in- 
variably increased per-acre yields. Good per-acre yields are basic to profitable 
agriculture, just as per-unit production is generally the way to profitable output 
in any enterprise. So, we are conserving soil for continued high production, 
profitable farm operation, economic benefit of the country and national security, 
now and in the future. 

Most thinking people have come to realize that conservation of soil and water 
is a matter of national concern—a matter vital to the welfare of all of us, along 
with our health, prosperity, national defense, and spiritual values. 
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SOIL CONSERVATION PAYS ITS WAY 


Modern soil conservation, of the kind I have been discussing, not only pays its 
way for the farmer and landowner but also, according to estimates and compu 
tations based on farmer reports on the effects of the technical assistance fur- 
nished them, yields dividends to the Government on the funds spent for the 
work. It does this by way of increased per-acre yields and the resulting in- 
creased income taxes paid into the Federal Treasury by farmers, processors, and 
handlers of the increased production. 

Reports of something over 4,000 farmers throughout the Nation who had 
practiced soil conservation on their lands for 2 years or more, as compared with 
results reported by farmers operating on similar lands where comparatively 
little or no conservation work had been done, showed an average per-acre pro- 
duction increase (of most of our principal crops) amounting to 36 percent. In 
many of these cases the work had not been carried on long enough to bring the 
large increases in yields now being generally reported by farmers who have 
been doing conservation farming for longer periods. This 
100 percent or more. 

The computations were made for 1948. The entire amount of public funds 
spent by the Soil Conservation Service that year amounted to approximately 39 
million dollars. Increased income taxes paid by the farmers with whom we had 
worked and by those processing and handling their products were conservatively 
estimated at 69 million dollars, The 30-million dollar increase above the amount 
we spent amounts to a Federal dividend of something like 75 percent on the 
39 million, 


olten amounts to 


FEDERAL ASSISTANCE NEEDED 


Because of the nature of the problem, it is essential that the 
water conservation program have strong technical leadership 
and local governments should share in this within reasonably helpful limits. 
Such a national program with local government participation will bring proper 
coordination, use of all applicable methods wherever they apply, rapid progress 
on the Nation-wide job, and the lowest possible cost consistent with an adequate 
and effective job. 

The type of program and the measures required vary in different parts of the 
country, depending on the soil, climate, slope, type of farming, and other factors. 
The areas in which the problems are similar do not follow State or county 
poundaries. These are some of the reasons why the program must have strong 
Federal leadership, 


Nation's soil and 


Federal, State, 


rHE GOING PROGRAM 


Our going program of soil and water conservation began 17 years ago with the 
advent of the Soil Conservation Service (first called the Soil Erosion Service). 
It is a new type of program. It differs in its approach very materially from the 
programs of the Extension Service, the Agricultural Conservation Programs 
Branch of the Production and Marketing Administration, or any other agency. 
There is not now, and never has been, any program like it It differs in the 
scope of the sciences and skills used in the daily practice of its field technicians ; 
it differs in the thinking back of its operations and its way of working with 
people and the people’s acceptance of it. 

It might be added that this program differs from all others, also, because it 
is permanent, based on scientific fact, and is standing against the test of time. 
This going program should be recognized as of basic importance and its con 
tinuation provided for in your consideration S. 1149. If any other course i 
followed, the Nation will be the loser, as it was before the work was under- 
taken—to the extent of nearly 200 million acres of land either severely damaged 
by erosion or ruined for further immediate cultivation. 

While it is necessary to have a national, unified soil conservation program, it 
is equally necessary that the job be carried out by the landowners and operators 
Although the program is based on research facts, and utilizes many sciences, the 
farmer or rancher—with our technical help—must apply it. He must under- 
stand what he does and why. Otherwise, there is sure to be delay, dissatisfac- 
tion, postponement of work by farmers and ranchers, and failure to maintain 
what is done. Farmers and ranchers like what is being done now, proof of 
which is the fact that their requests for additional work exceeds eur present ca- 
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pacity to keep up. There are on file with the supervisors of soil-conservation 
districts throughout the country in the neighborhood of 200,000 more requests 
for farm and ranch conservation plans to be made by the Soil Conservation 
Service than the Service has technicians to keep up with 


WORK THROUGH SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS 


The Soil Conservation Service—The Department bureau which is responsible 
for the planning and assistance in application of the permanent type of soil-con- 
servation work now being done—chose early in its life to work through soil con- 
servation districts. These are local units of State government, organized by 
farmers and ranchers under State laws, and democratically administered by 
boards of supervisors elected by the local people. 

The district boards of supervisors, using factual information, on-the-farm 
technical assistance, and other aids from the Department of Agriculture and 
other agencies, administer their own programs. This saves the Government 
considerable expense because it relieves it of the time necessary for local ad- 
ministrative work and other related details. It also permits technicians to 
spend; the bulk of their time out on the land giving farmers and ranchers the 
help which they are demanding far beyond our ability to supply at the present 
time, as already mentioned. This local administration through the elected 
representatives of the districts, at district cost, seems to me to be a logical part 
of the responsibility of the local people. 

Certainly a group, such as the 2.373 boards of local soil-conservation district 
supervisors, Which are providing this service now, as units of State government, 
should be considered in setting forth the way the Department will assist land- 
owners and operators, 


REASONS FOR PROGRAM'S SUCCESS 


For a conservation program to be successful, the farmers, ranchers, and land- 
owners must recognize the need for it and want to do something about it. 
They must have confidence in the agency that is giving them the help they 
want. Much of our success in the soil and water conservation program has 
been due to our ability to bring farmers and ranchers to understand that the 
primary responsibility for conservation is theirs, not that of the Government. 


Our success has also been due to the fact that we have worked with people 
and helped them develop ways of doing the job themselves. This has made 
“conservation farmers” and “conservation ranchers” out of them rather than 
mere recipients of aid by a Government agency. 

Another important reason for the success of the present going program is 
that our force of highly skilled technical men work cooperatively with farmers and 
ranchers right out in their fields and pastures, on their own land. We are giving 
them direct technical assistance not only in planning for but in establishing 
needed conservation measures on all of their lands—whether it be cropland, 
pasture, woodland, range, or odd wildlife areas. Many farms and ranches 
include all of these kinds of land, calling for all of these varied uses; many 
others, of course, do not have such varied land-use requirements, although 
there are enough soil, slope, land conditions, and climatic variations to make 
the job of soil conservation a complicated undertaking requiring technical 
assistance in the great majority of instances. 


HOW THE JOB IS DONE 


Research work and experience have shown that the only effective way to 
conserve soil and water is first to prepare a complete farm or ranch conserva- 
tion plan which treats all the land as a producing unit. I have already pointed 
this out. For emphasis, I want to repeat that no hit-or-miss application of a 
few uncoordinated or unrelated measures will do a lasting soil and water con- 
servation job. Economic and land-use problems, type of farming, feed supplies 
in relation to livestock on hand, length and kind of rotations, soil treatments, 
engineering, and other erosion-control methods are needed. No two farms are 
precisely alike or have the same conservation requirements. These and other 
aspects of the farm or ranch enterprise must be considered—and this in the closest 
possible cooperation with the farmer or rancher himself, right out in his fields 
and pastures and woodlands, 
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Since the entire farm or ranch must be handled as a unit, this means that 
soil and water conservation agency must work on-site with farmers, ranchers, 
and landowners, as the Soil Conservation Service works, regardless of whether 
their holdings involve cropland, range land, or farm woodland, or all three. 
This is in accord with the authorization that was given the Soil Conservation 
Service in Public, 46 when the Congress established it as a bureau of the Depart- 
ment. It is the basis on which the soil and water conservation program has 
been developed. 

The Soil Conservation Service, in other words, carries on an action program 
on the land. It is in no sense an advisory agency or consultation agenc) 
It is a working agency, engaged in helping farmers and ranchers actually do 
the conservation job. 

















ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
















Farmers and ranchers have organized 2.573 soil-conservation districts. The 
Department had signed memoranda of understanding with 2.332 of them on 
July 1, 1951 These 2,352 districts include 4,843,000 farms or ranches and 
1.280,000,000 acres of land With the help of Soil Conservation Service tech- 






nicians, 128.502 of these farmers and ranchers last year developed plans covering 
B6.250.000 acres and este blished conservation measures and land-use adjustments 
on 25,500,000 acres. That brings the total number of active farm and ranch 
plans in districts in the United States to 883,346, covering 276,740,000 acres. 

Counting the work done prior to the establishment of districts, something over 
a million plans have been made. Some work has been done on nearly all of the 
planned area, and basic conservation measures have been applied to 140,404,000 
acres. In other words, the svil-conservation job had been completed on more 
than 140,000,000 acres as of July 1. 










Nach year, thus far, we have done more conservation rk than in the previous 
year. In fiscal year 142, the job was completed on 5,338,000 acres; in fiscal 
year 1950, the corresponding treated area amounted to 26,071,000 acres. The 





increase of work done per yeur over this period amounted to around SSS percent, 
whereas the corresponding increase in facilities amounted to only about 54 






percent, 
in addition to the fact that the Service has been developing new and improved 
procedures for getting the job done, many State legislatures and county govern 
ing boards are appropriating money to soil-conservation districts. The districts 
use this money for local expense. It supplements the work of the Service and 
cooperating agencies but in no way pays for any of our personnel or duplicat 
the services Which it is most logical for the Federal technical agency to prov 
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PROCEDURES 









out new methods 





For some time the Soil Conservation Service has been tr) 


of working with farmers in plauning and applying soil- and water-conservatiol 
measures. Last spring we had acquired enough information to put a new method 







of soil-conservation planning into effect. 

Under this new procedure, we give technical assistance to a farmer who wants 
to use his land according to its capabilities and wishes first to apply one or 
conservation practices. We give that help, where we have ava technicians, 
to farmers and ranchers who want to go ahead with a complete farm-conservation 
program as soon as possible. Later, the farmer goes ahead from his initial 
working arrangement with a district to an advanced working arrangement with 
the district. The latter working arrangement provides the farmer or rancher 
With a conservation survey map and a land capability map of his farm, along 
with a conservation guide which enables him-——with some technical help from 
SCS technicians—to apply more of the needed measures and to work toward his 
complete- or ranch-conservation plan. Finally, he reaches the stage where 
he has a basic (or complete) conservation plan covering every acre and including 
all the methods of conservation and land use needed to keep his land permanently 
productive. 

This procedure fits in well with the coordination of conservation activities pro- 
vided for in the Secretary’s Memorandum 1278 issued February 15 
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SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE NOT AN ADVISORY OR CONSULTATION AGENCY 














In order to achieve a lasting conservation program and the physical land 
objective as outlined by the Secretary, the soil and water conservation agency 
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must be more than an educational or consultation agency, even though it may 
always be necessary to do some educational work in the field of soil conserva- 
tion science. To do a permanent job, the program must first of all be based on 
scientific facts gained through research. These facts have, to a very con- 
siderable degree, come from research conducted by the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice itself. The research done on the first soil-erosion experiment stations, 
the first of which was established at Guthrie, Okla., in 1929. was done under 
Iny general direction immediately preceding the setting up.of the Soil Erosion 
Service, which I also directed. 

Many conservation problems are involved with the different kinds of soils, 
different types of topography, different types of farming, varying climates, and 
different conditions with respect to prudent land use. The program calls for 
the most advantageous utilization of water; new crops, including grasses and 
legumes; improvement of existing conservation practices; and development of 
new and better machinery adapted to conservation farming. In this work 
there is close cooperation and coordination with the Agricultural Research 
Administration. All SCS research projects are submitted to the Agricultural 
Research Administration for review and approval, as has already been ex- 
plained to the committee. 

In addition to research, some educational work is necessary. Any educa- 
tional work the Service carries on is done in close cooperation with the Ex- 
tension Service. In fact, we solicit the help not only of Extension but of other 
groups Which have facilities that can be used to advance the program and 
create a desire to use the Nation’s soil and water resources more wisely. 

Our own information staff is very small. Limited to a few individuals in 
Washington and regional offices, it works with cooperating educational agen- 
cies and supplies information requested by other groups which only our agency 
can supply. It also provides our technicians in the field with educational ma 
terials which they need in their day-to-day work with farmers on the land. 

The heart of the SCS program—the vital operational core which has made 
the work so successful—is the on-the-farm technical help provided farmers 
and ranchers by our technicians. This is a service they want. It is the kind 
of service they have never been able to get anywhere else, and without it there 
can be no successful program of permanent soil conservation. 

Still another phase of the program is assistance supplied farmers in the 
form of materials or financial help. This comes largely from another agency, 
the Production and Marketing Administration, which makes payments for soil- 
conservation measures through its Agricultural Conservation Program (gen- 
erally referred to as the ACP). The SCS is responsible for the technical as- 
pects of the permanent conservation practices of the ACP program, as provided 
in Secretary’s Memorandum 1278. 

For these reasons, and as Secretary Brannan pointed out in his statement to 
the committee on September 11, the Soil Conservation Service should not be 
included in the Agricultural Consultation Service. This would imply that 
the Service’s work is largely educational, consulting, or advisory. The exact 
opposite is true. The Service’s work involves an action program—actual work 
on the land. It would be as out of place in the Consultation Service as would 
be the Agricultural Research Administration, the REA, or the Forest Service. 


SOME EXAMPLES OF GRASSLAND FARMING 


A few examples of what the Service has accomplished will illustrate the 
points I have discussed. 

The record of restoration and improvement of 7 million acres of depleted, 
eroded, wind-blown lands in the publicly owned land utilization projects under 
Service jurisdiction has never been equalled in this or any other country. Ina 
little less than 10 years, more than a million acres have been converted from 
unprofitable cultivated crops, or a state of abandonment and essential sterility, 
to productive grass. Livestock productive capacity of this land has increased by 
45 percent over an 8-year period. And another million acres have been reseeded. 
Local associations of grassland users have assumed the management responsi- 
bilities, thus assuring continued conservation and saving to the Government of 
considerable administrative expense. 

Accomplishments are even more striking on privately owned range and other 
grazing lands. Where once efforts to bring about improved conditions on the 
range were looked on with suspicion, the help of Service technicians is now in 
such demand that the requests can’t be met. Conservation farm and ranch plans 
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have been developed on 115 million acres. Farmers and ranchers have seeded 
more than 15 million acres of range land alone in the last 10 years. 

Soil conservation districts and the Soil Conservation Service were responsible 
last year for about 40 percent of the grass and legume seed harvest for the entire 
Nation. More than 425 million pounds of grass and legume seed were harvested 
by districts and cooperating farmers and ranchers—enough to plant 20 million 
acres. Most of the seed will be used by farmers and ranchers cooperating with 
soil conservation districts; the remainder will be used by their neighbors or will 
go into commercial channels. 

FLOOD CONTROI 


Flood control has been very much in the public eye in recent months because of 
this yera’s great disaster in Kansas and Missouri. According to Howard L. 
Cook in Civil Engineering, March 1945, surveys have shown that about 75 percent 
of the flood damage occurs in headwater areas and along the small tributary 
streams—above the point where large flood-control structures and dikes would be 
installed. Our studies and estimates indicate that the flood damages in the 
midwestern July floods this year, above the sites of any proposed major flood 
control works, totaled something like 400 million dollars. This included erosion 
damage to upland fields, damage in small valleys, deposition of the products of 
erosion on rich lowlands and other damages. Much of the loss could have been 
prevented by a sound and complete soil and water conservation program back of 
or above the major stream courses. 

An analysis of the sand deposit laid down over considerable areas of highly 
productive alluvial loam soil by the recent flood along the Kansas River showed 
that the buried original soil contained 42 times as much organic matter as the 
overdeposit of sand (1.7 to 0.04 percent) ; 66 times as much nitrogen (0.133 to 
0.002 percent) ; 7 times as much available phosphorus (200 pounds per acre to 
28 pounds per acre) ; 11 times more exchangeable potassium ; and nearly 15 times 
more exchangeable calcium. These determinations were made by the Kansas 
State College at Manhattan from samples collected by myself shortly after the 
flood. 

On May 16, 1951, Sandstone Creek, near Cheyenne, Okla., with a watershed 
of 65,000 acres had a rainfall of 4% inches. The watershed has been treated 
for soil conservation and flood control. The run-off water did not even come 
up to the draw-down pipes in the runoff detention dams. Sandstone Creek, 
formerly noted for its flooding, delivered very little water to the Washita River. 
On the other hand, nearby tributaries of the Washita flooded and did much 
damage. 

Similar results have been noted on other small streams where the soil-conser 
vation program has been completely or nearly completed 

A complete flood-control program involves three major phases: (1) Soil 
and water conservation on the agricultural land of the watershed; (2) upstream 
engineering on small tributary streams to control or retard runoff from neigh- 
boring farms; and (3) downstream engineering works which are the respon- 
sibility of the Army Corps of Engineers. 

Planning and application of such a watershed program requires special skills. 
It requires not only a knowledge of engineering but also of agronomy, soils, for- 
estry, biology, farm management, and related sciences (all of which are parts 
of modern soil conservation, which employs a tool Composed of the approprinte 
features of various sciences and skills). 


CONSERVATION ON PUBLIC LANDS 


An interesting development which may prove to be of considerable significance 
is the move by the National Association of Soil Conservation Districts to help 
bring conservation to the publicly owned range lands in western soil-conserya- 
tion districts. Large acreages of public-owned land lie within some of these 
districts, much of which is used by ranchers as a regular part of their operations. 
But in the past, the rancher has been able to develop a conservation plan for 
only that part of his acreage which he owned, leaving the public lands neglected 
This was because the President's Reorganization Plan No. IV (April 11, 1940) 
prohibited Soil Conservation Service technicians from giving the help required 
to develop conservation plans on those publicly owned lands. ‘his piecemeal] 
approach increased the cost of conservation work and seriously retarded its 
progress. 








- 
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At the request of the National Association of Soil Conservation Districts, and 
with the approval of the land-administering agencies concerned, plans have 
been cooperatively developed under district leadership to establish a so-calied 
pilot district in each of the western public-land States. In these areas spe- 
cial efforts would be made (if legal) to correlate the conservation plans of the 
soil-conservation district with those of the agencies administering the public 
land within the district. The district would cooperate in furnishing equipment 
for range seeding, water development, and ether needed conservation practices. 
The land administering agencies would concentrate funds available for con- 
servation work in those areas where the district considers the need most urgent. 

Establishment of one soil and water agency in the Department would bring 
needed technical assistance to the publicly owned as well as the private range. 

I hope the facts which I have cited in these suggestions will help the com 
mittee in considering the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture, 
insofar as it would pertain to handling the land and water conservation, use, and 
management programs. These suggestions are basic, I feel, to all programs of 
the Department, because our entire agriculture economy, as well as a very large 
part of our entire national economy, rests on our land and water resources 





APPENDIX A 


MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION ON ORGANIZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE 
GOVERNMENT (1947) 


Appointed by President Truman: 

Dean Gooderham Acheson, Vice Chairman: Under Secretary of State, 1945- 
17; Assistant Secretary of State, 1941-45; partner, Covington, Burling, 
Rublee, Acheson & Shorb, 1921-383, 1984-41, 1947-48; Under Secretary of 
Treasury, 1933; appointed Secretary of State, 1949. 

Arthur Sherwood Flemming: Civil Service Commissioner, since 1939; Diree- 
tor, School of Publie Affairs, American University, 1934-39. 

James Forrestal:' Secretary of Defense, since 1947; Secretary of Navy, 
1944-47: Under Secretary of Navy, 1940-44; with Dillon, Read & Co.,, 
191s—40; president, Dillon, Read & Co., 1938-40. 

George Houk Mead: Chairman of Board, The Mead Corp., since 1942; 
president, 1915-42; president, American Paper & Pulp Association, 1942- 
#3: member, Federal Price Control Board, 1946. 

Appointed by President pro tempore of Senate, Arthur H. Vandenberg :* 
George David Aiken: Senator from Vermont, since 1940; Governor of Ver- 


mont, 1937-41; Lieutenant Governor of Vermont, 1935-37. 
Joseph Patrick Kennedy : Ambassador to Great Britain, 1987-40; Chairman, 
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United States Maritime Commission, 19387; Chairman, Securities and 
hxchange Commission, 1934-35; president, Pathe Exchange, Inc., 1929-30; 
chairman of board, Keith-Albee-Orpheum Theaters Corp., 1928—29. 

John Little McClellan: Senator from Arkansas, since 1942; Representative 
from Arkansas, 1935-39. 

James Kerr Pollock, chairman, department of political science, University of 
Michigan, since 1944; professor, department of political science, since 
1234: special adviser to Military Governor of Germany, 1945-47. 

Appointed by Speaker of House of Representatives, Joseph W. Martin, Jr. : 

Herbert Hoover, Chairman: President of the United States, 1929-33; Secre- 
tary of Commerce, 1921-28: United States Food Administrator, 1917-19; 
Chairman, Commission for Relief in Belgium, 1915-19; appointed Chair- 
man, Reorganization Commission. 

Clarence J. Brown: Representative from Ohio, since 1989: member, execu- 
tive committee, Republican National Committee, 1944-48: Republican 
nominee for Governor of Ohio, 1934; secretary of state of Ohio, 1927-33; 
Lieutenant Governor of Ohio, 1919-23; president, the Brown Publishing 
Co, 

Carter Manasco: Representative from Alabama, since 1941. 

James Henry Rowe, Jr.: Technical arviser to International Military Tribu 
nal, Nuernberg, 1945-46; Assistant Attorney General, 1941—48: assistant 
to the President, 1939-41 
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APPENDIx B 
{H. Doe. No. 508, 81st Cong., 2d sess. ] 
REORGANIZATION PLAN No. 4 oF 1950 


Message from the President of the United States Transmitting Reorganization 
Plan No. 4 of 1950 Providing for Reorganizations in the Department of 
Agriculture 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950, prepared in accordance 
with the Reorganization Act of 1949 and providing for reorganizations in the 
Department of Agriculture. My reasons for transmitting this plan are stated 
in an accompanying general message. 

After investigation I have found and hereby declare that each reorganization 
included in Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1950 is necessary to accomplish one 
or more of the purposes set forth in section 2 (a) of the Reorganization Act 
of 1949. 

I have found and hereby declare that it is necessary to include in the accom- 
panying reorganization plan, by reason of reorganizations made thereby, pro- 
visions for the appointment and compensation of two Assistant Secretaries of 
Agriculture and an Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. The 
rate of compensation fixed for these officers is that which I have found to prevail 
ih respect of comparable officers in the executive branch of the Government. 

The taking effect of the reorganizations included in this plan may not in 
itself result in substantial immediate savings. However, many benefits in 
improved operations are probable during the next years which will result in 
a reduction in expenditures as compared with those that would be otherwise 
necessary. An itemization of these reductions in advance of actual experience 
under this plan is not practicable. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

Tuer Warre Houser, March 13, 1950. 


REORGANIZATION PLAN No. 4 oF 1950 


Prepared by the President and transmitted to the Senate and the House of 
Representatives in Congress assembled, March 13, 1950, pursuant to the pro- 
visions of the Reorganization Act of 1949, approved June 20, 1949 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Section 1. Transfer of functions to the Secretary.—(a) Except as otherwise 
provided in subsection (b) of this section, there are hereby transferred to the 
Secretary of Agriculture all functions of all other officers of the Department 
of Agriculture and all functions of all agencies and employees of such Depart- 
ment. 

(b) This section shall not apply to the functions vested by the Administrative 
Procedure Act (60 Stat. 237) in hearing examiners employed by the Department 
of Agriculture nor to the functions of the corporations of the Department of 
Agriculture, of the boards of directors and officers of such corporations, or of the 
Advisory Board of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Sec, 2. Performance of functions of Secretary.—The Secretary of Agriculture 
may from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate 
authorizing the performance by any other officer or by any agency or employee, 
of the Department of Agriculture of any function of the Secretary, including 
any function transferred to the Secretary by the provisions of this reorganiza- 
tion p¥in. 

Sec. 3. Assistant Secretaries of Agriculture.—There shall be in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture two additional Assistant Secretaries of Agriculture, who 
shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, who shall perform such duties as the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall prescribe, and who each shall receive compensation at the rate prescribed 
by law for Assistant Secretaries of executive departments. 

Sec. 4. Administrative Assistant Secretary.—There shall be in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture an Administrative Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, who 
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shall be appointed, with the approval of the President, by the Secretary of 
Agriculture under the classified civil service, who shall perform such duties 
as the Secretary of Agriculture shall prescribe, and who shall receive com- 
pensation at the rate of $14,000 per annum. 

Sec. 5. Incidental transfers—The Secretary of Agriculture may from time 
to time effect such transfers within the Department of Agriculture of any of the 
records, property, personnel, and unexpended balances (available or to be made 
available) of appropriations, allocations, and other funds of such Department 


as he may deem necessary in order to carry out the provisions of this reorgani- 
zation plan. 


APPENDIX C—SuUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS, 
November 28, 1951. 
Staff Memorandum No. 82-1-61 
Subject: Summary of Testimony on S. 1149, Reorganization of Department of 
Agriculture 

A section-by-section analysis of the testimony upon 8. 1149 follows. The 
analysis presents, in chronological order, the major arguments made by wit- 
nesses in favor of or in opposition to the bill, together with proposed amend- 
ments. Supplemental statements submitted by witnesses are not included. 


(a) (2) 
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